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Ergativity in Caucasian Languages®

by J.C. Catford

University of Michigan °

N 4
o
'

‘ll‘ In the last few years there has'been‘a remarkable proli-
feration of references to EIRGATIVITY in Engllsh language publi-
cations on linguistics. This wave of interest in ergativity
apparently'had its origins in two articles by Charles H. Fill-
more. The first of‘tnese'(l966) used the term ERGATIVE in a
guite idiosyncratic way, but the secpnd and more influential
article CfThe Case for Case," 1968) reverts to a more generally

-accepted use of the term.

2.;} The/phenomenon of ergat1v1tykhas been known to 11ngu1sts

‘sirfce the early nineteenth century, but ?ore partlcularly since
the publlcatlons of von Gabelentz and Uslar on Tibetan and Cau-
casian languages, respectively, in the 1860's.

>

—. Ergativity has long -been specially associated with Cauca-

sian languages, and with good reason, since some form of erga-

" tive construction'is foynd in all thirty-seven of them, although

one of the two major dialects of the South Caucasian Zan lan-
guage (namely Megrellan), whlle/EEtalnlng a superficial "erga-
tive" case-form, has lost the ergative function. Since some of
the recent writers on ergativity appear not to have been for-
tupate enough to have had much acqualntance with these languages,
it seemed to me that it mould be helpful to exemplify and dis-
cuss the phenomenon of ergat1v1ty in Caucas1an languages. -
In what follows, then, I survey all the various surface
manifestations of ergativity in Caucasianglanguages, briefly’
discusS'the 1ong out-dated v%ew that the ergative construction
is "really" a passive construction, and, 'fina}ly try to form
some idea cof the MEANING.of the ergative .construction™in the
.light of the linguistically ‘significant opposition between the
ergatlve and the non-ergative (or NOMINATIVE) transitive con- >

structlons which co exist in Cducasian languages.

4




. For readers vho are not familiar with the location' and
classification of Caucasian languages, I prov1de a map and a

cla551f1ed llSt in appendix ﬁ. page 53.

-

3¢ The tern ERGATnm:seems to. have been coined by Adolf Qirr,'

who used itqin his-Einfihrung in das Studium der kaukasischen

Sprachen (1928). Dirr proviaes no lengthy or formal definition ~
of Ergativ, but the ‘following qﬁotations illustrate his use of
the term to refer to (i) a surface case-form, 1ii) a, case-func- ;
tion and (111) the partlcular transitive-verb construction char—
acterized by having the subject in the ergative case. ’
The flrst'example of (i) occurs on page 58: there, in a

list of Georgian 'Deklinationsendungen' we find:

‘. 'érgativ - ;ma(n)- -n'’
/

An exémpleﬁof (ii) is on page 75: 'Im Ubychisschen hat
der Obliquus ausser anderm auch die Funktion des Ergativs.'

The term ERGATIVE, used to characterize a type of con-
struction (iii), occurs on page 75, whlere Dlrr, alluding to the
then popular conception of the ergative constructlon as 'being

pa551ve,' enumerates some ‘of the different types of construc—z
tion that occur in Caucasian, languages: 'Statt von pa551ver
Konstruktion zu sprechen werde ich die Ausdriike Ergativ-Kon- ’
struktion (das log. Subjekt steht im Erg. ),\~9t1v- oder,Affek-
tiv-Konstruktion (das log. Subi. stehf im Dat oder Affekt.,

mir-liéb-ist ='ich liebe) und Non1nat1v—Konstruktlon (das_log.

Subj. stelit im Nom., = ich gehe, ich schlafe).' (21l underlin—
ings in these quotations are mine.) * . ' .t

» It will be seen that ‘Dirr's definition of‘thé ergative

cohstrué¢tion refers only '£o "the form, of the su%gect it makes

no reference at all to the object which, in a typical erga-. |

tive construgtion, is in the unmqued Oor NOMINATIVE case — a

fact that was,:of'¢ourse, well-known to Dirr.
- : L \

\ -
4, Other writers have high-lighted this second characteris-
tic of the exgative construction. 'Thus-irubetzkoy (1939) in

discussing the relation of 'le déterminé' and 'le Géterminant'
' r : ' ’ B

" - "
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. - . . -
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(mreaning, in this context, roughl¥ 'the presupooéed‘ and 'the
presupposing'), points out that languages differ w1th respect
to the case of the noun that d1rectly determlnes (or presup-
poses the existence of) a transitive verb. In some languages
'le.déterminant du verbe transitif est le nom de 1'auteur de’
l'action'; in others, it is 'le nom de 1' objet*ae 1'action' .o
In languages of the' first #ype, the nomlnatlve 1stfpposed to
- the ERGATIVE; in landguages of the second type, the n\Tlnatlve
is opposed to the ACCUSATIVE. 'That is to say, the ergative and
accusatlée'cases-share an lmportant function in the syntagmatic .
. systems of their respective languages — namely that of'being -~
"the lmmedlate determinant (ox PREQH?OSEH of a transitive verb,
although they do this, as it were, from opp051te sides" of the
verb. ‘?hls implies, of course, that.an ergative transitive .
constructionlcannot have an object in the accusative case; and
this is indeed the situation (with one exception) in Caucgsian
languages, a circumstance that led Chikobava (1967) to suggest
that the ergative construction might well be called the 'ac-
cusative-less' construction. 1In Caucas1an languages, as in
'-other ergatlve languages', the object of a transitive verb is

nbrmally in theé same unmarked case &s is the subject ‘of an in-
trans1t1ve verb. ’ ?

' Some scholars carefully avgld calllng this unmarked case -

'neminative', often preferrlng the term ABSQUMHVE. They do this,
no doubt, because of a desire to emphasize the difference be-

tween this case and a typical 1.E. ‘nominative. ~I\ao not follow
ractlce. The Caucasian unmarked casey after all, has

mZﬁh\@n common with the I.E. nominative: it is the case of the

intransitive suhgect of the complement of a copula, of pure

NOMINATION in citation forms, and, as we shall Ze, 1t can also, -

under certain conditions, functlon as transitiv subject in

Caucasian. Moreover, there 1s a practlcal advantage in us1ng

the' term NOMINATIVE, namely that the letter ‘N can opera@ un-

ambiguously as the abbreV1atlon for nomlnatlvé', whereas A .
‘ ’ - . .’ ‘ . ’ ¢
for 'absolutive' can lead to cpnfusion with all those oblique -




. & v : -
cases beginnéi.ng'with A, such as ACCUSATIVE, AGENTIVE,-ABLATIVE, AL-
LATIVE and AFFECTIVE. ’

5. . Recent writers on ergativity have ~tended to emphas1ze
the fact that in languages“w1th .an ergatlve construction, the
subject of an 1ntrans1t1Ve verb-and the object of ‘a transitive
verb are in the same case. Fillmore (1968)y¢ in hlS d}agram-
matlc presentatlon of case-typologies .(pp. 53, 54), clearly
shows this kind of opposition of ‘'accusative! languages to,
‘ergative’ languages, and Dixon (1972 P. 128) deflnes two
basld ,Syntactic language types: :

1

[1] NOMINATIVE-ACCUSATIVE LANGUAGES, . in Which 'S (inti‘\ansi—

tive subject) is syntactlcally 1dent1f1ed with A

(transitive subject), and
[2] NOMINATIVE-ERGATIVE LANGUAGES, in Whlch S is syntac—

tlcally 1dent1f1ed with O (transItlve ob]ect)

He further postulates (p.0 129) the 'UNIVERSAL HYPOTHESIS' .
that- 'Each natd%al language“is either strlctly nomina-
tlve accusatlve, or strlctly nomlnatlve erE ative in

syntax. '
\

Various authors (e.g., Fillmore [1968, pp. 53-54],.Dixon

[1972, pp. 137-141, 149-150], Comrie [1973) p. '252]) use a
variety of means ——'fdrmulae trees and other dlagrams < to
indicate the similarities and differences between nomlnatlve—:
ergatlve and nominative-accusative languages. The follow1ng

(adapted from Johnson, 1974, p. 79) is a clear and’ 1nformat1ve

wyay of prese%$1ng a first approx1mat}on to the dlstlnCtlon be- .

, twken the major constructlon-types referred to here. Rather .
than using Dlﬁﬁn 's' 'S' and 'A', I use 'S' for both ‘intransi-
tive and transitive subjects, and superscript NEBA 4o in~ -

dicate 'nominative®, 'ergative' and ‘accusative’ case, respec-

tively. h .
[1] Nominative-Accusative type: transitive: v " oh
- . intransitive: \
[2] Nominative-Ergative type: transitive: v
v J/ .
: intransitive: v

14
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5. - In what follows we shall see that the facts of Caucasian

]

languages do nQt support the hypothesis that every language
must be eXclusively of one or the other syﬂtactic type. While
it is true . that Caucas1ap languages, do have ‘nomlnatlve ergatlve
syntax in the sense that they have- an ERGATIVE TRANSITIVE construc-
tion, at the same time many, perhaps all, Caucas1an languages
also lhave some kind of NOMINATIVE-TRANSITIVE construction, in which
}he subject of a transitive verb is in the nominative case, the
object belng either in the same case or in<the ergatlve case.
‘Caucasian languages thus have a nominative case which has all
three functions: as INTRANSITIVE SUBJECT, TRANSITIVE OBJECT and also,
in a different, semantically distinct construction, as TRANSITIVE
_ SUBJECT. q{early, then, although Caucasian languagesdo not general-
ly have an accusative case, and thus cénnot be called ‘nominative-
accusative' languages, nevertheless they contradict Dixon's unl-
versal hypothes1s in the form in which it is finally expressed On
‘page 129: 'In any language, the syntactic function in an intran-
sitive copstruction(s) is syntactically.identical with one and
.only one of the'fhnqtions in a transitive construction (that is,
either with A or with 0).!
It appears that we must also reject Trubetzkoy's neat jux-

taposition of E}{GATIVE and ACCUSATIVE as the unique (and mu\":ually
exclusive) determinants of a transitive verb, since, first, in
Caucasian languages transitive verbs can occur in rhe absence of
BOTH these cases, and, secondly, in one Caicasian language, Udi,
an ergative subject and an accusative objeét can co=-occur in the

same transitive sentence.

6. . ’Disqussioh of ergativity has suffered a good deal from
ambiguifies or differences in, the use of the terms SUBJECT and
*OBJECT. , It is clearly impessible to talk about typological differ-
ences between nominative and ergative constructions, or to consid-
er, whether .the ergative construction is a’passive construction
,dr'not, unless one has_.some conception of 'subject' as a univer-
sal, or at-least .as a guasi-universal linguistic phenomenon. It
is obvious that any attempt to defirfe’ 'subject’ in'terms of
s . 4 - .
wm. T . v ‘
: . Y/

t




language-specific characteristics, such as surface]case-form
or verb-noun agreement, will fail the requirement of univer-
sality; so, too,.will attempts to define 'subject' in seman-
tic terms relatlng to the meanings of particular lexical verbs.
Fillmore~ (1972), after citing the sentences The boy slapped
the girl, The boy fell down, The boy received a blow, The boy
has a toothache, The boy has blue eyes, says ‘'there appears to
be no common notional property of "subjectness® which seman-~

tic descriptions of these sentences can exploit.' Clearly, he
+is thinking in terms of such concepts as AGENT, RECIPIENT, PATIENT,
etc., which are closely related to the semantics of particular .
lexical verbs, and thus inevitably fail. to capture the general
meaning of 'subject' which one intuitively feels is common to
all the examples cited. Keenan (1974) approaches the problem
by suggestlng that SUBJECTIVITY is a multi-factor concept' that
there are a number of 'subject-properties' and that an el
in sentence-structure is more, or less, subject-like acco#ﬁing
to the number of these properties it displays. My own vie%
is that subjectivity is indeed a universal, or near-unlveQSal,
and that it is related to the basic communicative functio® of
predication. What I am calling SUBJECT is more or less the
mediaeval suppositum, 'that whicﬂ/is set under' (upon which
a predication is built), or the pripcipium, °‘commencement';
of a predication, or in more modera téfms, the GIVEN of which
™\ the predicate supplies new informatioﬁ. This corresponds
approximately to one set of “Keenan's properties, which I am
inclined to posit as the chief, if not the only universal pro- .
psrty of subjectivity. 1In Keenan's words, 'The major func-
tion of a subject NP is to specify the existence of an object,
or set of objects, about which a predication\is made.' It is .
important to,establish some such universal définitiom of sub-
ject to avoid the errors induced by looking at Cauca51an/_gb—
jects® through Indo-Ruropean éyes.
Inc1dentally,é§n addition to the one mentioned above, .
tbe items described as 'subjects' in my Caucasian examples

v
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generally possess many others of Keenan's 'subject properties'.

7. The whole question of 'SUBJECTNESS' is further complicatea
by distinctions made between GRAMMATICAL and LOGICAL (and some- I
times also PSYCHOLOGICAL and/or REAL) subjects. ,
In general, it is subjects of these latterkindsthatarecalled
‘actors', 'agents', ‘'patients!, and so on. They are clearly re-’
lated either to particular lex1cal verbs, or to &ctual part1c1-
pants in 'real-world', extra- -linguistic situations. Such cens
cepts are certainly not without interest or. importance for lin-
guistics. However, what I regard as the (quasi-) UNIVERSAL subject
is a 'deep grammatical subject': that is, a subject defined in
terms of its function in the deep (or abstraét) grammatical
process of PREDICATION. 6bviously, the expoﬁent of this d€ep pre-
dicational subject may at the same time be an 'agent' or'batient',
or whatever: it is a qhestion of the level of abstraction upon
‘which one regards it. One mighf say that sentences (or predi-
cations) have SUEJEC’I;‘S; while specific lexical verbs ha\.re AGENTS, *
PATIENTS, etc. .o - v .
Those scholars, like Uslar and Schuchardt, who interpreted N
the Caucasian ergative construction ae' 'really' passive, as well
as those like Golab (1969), who cannot accept subjectas auniver-
sal, are apparently basing their Views, ‘overtly or’ covertly,,up—
on superficial, language- speC1flc, or lex1cal—verbt§pec151c '

-

conceptions of subjectness. ,

‘8. The prpblem of defining OBJECT is analogous to that which.
we encounter with respect to subject, omgJECT, as a universal;
cannot be defined in a euperficial”language -specific way, in

~ terms oﬁ surface case-form or sequent1a1 position in relation’
.to the verb nor can it be defined in terms depenrdent on the
semantics of particulaf lexical verbs. “Object is one of the
two “terms that are 'linked B& a 'two-place' verb — 1like léie
or hit or see;’ and since one of these terms jis the subject,
"which hag already ‘been defined, the second term requlres no . "

further definition. | . : ‘. ,




Ly

A

Grammatlcal tran51t1v1ty 1s the (verbally expressed) re-’
lation between!a subject (the’ glven or start1ng point!') and

a second.term in the predicationt. The concept’ of un1d1rectlonal
tran51v1ty has llke—W1se glven rise to pseudo—problems whlch '
have théir or1g1n 'in ‘a ‘narrow concern with the meanlngs "of par-
ticuldr lexical verbs. The literaleinded'have & tendency to

say: *'It is dlear that in the ‘sentence "John hit Bill" the ac- .

N
1

tipn passes over from John to Bill, and hence the verb hit is

transitive. But in "John saw Bill", Bill is the source of visu-

al stimuli while John is the percipient of these; and in “John

-

recelved a letter", John is clearly the recipient of the letter.
In the two latter casés the event referred to by the verb passes
ove fron the "object" onto the "subject", John. So how can w
these verbs be transitive?" l ‘

The angwer* is’that GRAMMATICAL TRANSITIVITY has nothing to

do with the directions -in which events flow in the, external

world, but only with the dJ.rectlon of the ACT OF PREDICATION.
Start1ng from the GIVEM (Subject) as the initial term, the pre-
dlcatlon proceeds through the. verbally egpressed relation to

the end1ng point, oﬁ'second term, wh1ch is the object. 1It is

"the GRAMMATICAL ACT OF PREDICATION whi¢h flows, as it were, FROM

“the subject ACROSS TO the object° and, of course, thls is true

whatever the speC1f1c mean1ng of the partlcular tran51t1ve verb —

and whatever the actual surface sequence of Verb, Subject and

Object. ok : oo : ) .o

- .

9. The concept of transitivity becomes more complex when we

consider verbs involving secondary or more remote. objects and
subjects-—- that is, three-place verbs llke give (whlch has an
1nd1rect object), or CAUSATIVES (which have indirect subjects) R
I cannot pursue these mattetrs here except to mention one ?01nt

In Engllsh we th:Lnk of an INDIRECT OBJECT as the remoter object'
of Z’Ehree place verb. It happens, however, that spec1allsts

in N.W. Caucasian languages recognlze a class of ' TWO-PLACE verbs ~
as\taklng an INDIRECT rather than a DIRECT object. The motiva-
tion for this distinction, which is intimately linked with erga-

’
- v

- ' ' 1y
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t1v1ty, will be made clear in 38 below. Meanwhlle, in my initial
listing of the types of sentence constructidén which occur in Cau-
cas1a2)languages, I ignore this particular distinction between

the direct and so-called indirect objects of two-place verbs.

10. Having clarlfled what I inténd to mean by 'subject' apd
‘object' in what follows, I can now go.on to enumerate the vari-
ous types of sentence construction which occur in Caucasian lan-
guages. The sequence 'SVO is arbltrarlly used in these configura-
tions: it shouL@ not be taken to mean that- this is .the only

surface sequence of the elements of sentence. structure in Cauca-

rd

sian languages. In fact all five N.W. Caucasian.languages are y
rather strictly SOV languages (with occasional front-shifting of

an O which is made thematic), the S. Caucasian languages seem to

be mainly 'SVO, Nakh and Dagestan languages are mainly SOV,

‘But many’ perq}t SVO ‘rather freely, and at least ene, Bezhti,

appears to be almost exclusively SVO. Here, then are the principal con-

L)

‘flguratlons whlch occur' in Caucas1an languages: |,

A. Nomlnatlve Constructlons. Intransitive 1. SN v
. . Transitive 2. sV v ol
¢ N N l N\A E
' , .8 Vo .
. s%v ot
B. érgative Constructions: ’Intransitive'_S. sE v .
) Transitive = 6. ST v' oV -
. : - 7, sEy 0P

- .

In all of these, s® meahs 'subject in specific ergative
case-form, or in the oblque case~-form normally used in this P
function.' 1In many Caucasian languages the ergative case~form
also functions.as an instrumental or, less frequently, as a
genitive, locative or.dative. The very mult1p11c1ty of these
dual functlons (exg. + inst., erg. % gen., erg. + loc., etc.),
as well as the existence of a totally distinct ergative case-
form in about. 10 Caucasf%n languages, demonstrates that the
érgative case-function is a unique and independent one, not

merely a secondary use of some particular other case. 1In other

"

™
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' worlls, there is no jusi@fication for saying (as some older writ-

7
ers have done, in effec 'the ergative-ris "really" an_instru-

mental" .. etc. co . . -

In conflguratlons numbers 4 and 7 I am on less certaln .
ground in labelllng the object o? COnflgurablon 4 (S v o? )
appllé% to®the South Cauca51an languages (except the Laz dia-
lect of Zan) in which trans1t1ve verbs 1n the so-called present"
group of tenses have their- objects in a case often called DATIVE-
ACCUSABIVE. Configuration 7 (s%'v oP )’applles only ‘to the Lezgian
language Udi, which 1s unique among Caucasian languages in hav1ng

. an ergatrve*tran51t1ve construction with the‘object in an obllque
case. Thls case~form,. like the S. Cauca51an one, functions alfo .
as a dative, and this pOlnt has been emphas1zed by those who wish
to stress the ACCUSATIVELESS -NESS of the ergat:Lve construction. \R—w
Whether one calls it dative or yaccusative 1s.un1mportant; the
really interesting fact is that it is OBLIQUE. Udi'unquestionably
possesses an ergat1ve~trans1t1ve construction in: whlch the object
is in an oblique case., The situation, however, is rather .complex.

~Accord1ng to Dfeiranidvili (1971), .the direct object of a transi-
tive verb in Udi can be in eJ.ther the NOMINATIVE or the DATIVE case —
the latter sometimes being called accusatlve when used in this
function. D%e1ran1§v1ll (1nc1dently, a native speaker of udi)
p01nts out. that there is a belief (which he correctly attrlbutes
td Schuchardt [1896], but see also Dirr [1928], 334) that the
nomlnatlve expresses an indefinite’ object and the dative a defi-
nite object. This is an overs1mp11f1catlon. In fact, the dis~
trlbutlon of 'the dative and nom;natlve object is,relatéd to the

_'sequence of  object and verb, -and this in turn is related to de-
fﬁniteness; As DZeiranidvili explains it, there are two pos-

“gible ‘sequences:. (i) skoP V, in which the object precedes the.

verb and is obllgatorlly in thﬁ dative (accusatlve) case, and
deflnlte ('concrete' and prev1ously mentloned) and (ii) S vV O {

J*ln-whlch the object follows the verb and is optionally in the
dative'or nominative case. In.this latter configuration, he

says, 'the function of the two cases cannot be differentiated —

-




the ﬁprm of the' direct object does not necessarlly express defi-
niteness é} 1ndef1nLteness. . ¢ '
- In configuration number 8 (s v of), the case- form of the

" object is precisely that of the ergative in the languages in

.

A
L]

.which it occurs and it is called 'ergative' in the spec1alr§t

o

llteratuﬂ; although 0 is, of course,lan unusual func for

the ergative case-form. . _ ’. .o
Conflguratlon number 5 (S V) .also calls for comment. Thig,
ergatgve-lntransltlve constructlon occurs imfour different cir-
‘cumstances, two of them relatively trhivial. The relatlveiy trlv—
ial circumstances are (1) by deletlo of the object of an s v oV
which naturally leaves sE Vv, (ii) 'in Dargi, and prohably other
languages, by fusion of O with V in'an historically former sE ov
construction. The more interesting cases are the restr1cted oc—
currence of S with certain intransitive verbs in Georglan, and
in one of the Nakh languages, namely Batsbiy. In the latter lal-
guage a farst- or second- person subject ¥ an- 1ntranS1t1ve verb
can be in’the ergatlve case (1) obligatorily, w1th certain verbs
of action' (as in Geprglan) apd (ii) optionally (and hence in
meaningful'contrast with & nomipative subject) with another small.
sét of verks. I will have more to say on these occurrencds of
sE V.in 20 and .21 ‘below. )

11.  « Th@ basic functionh of subject, as I pointed out in 6 and
7 above, is the-'deep' one of representing the start1ng point or
'given' of a predication, a function whrch is qulte‘lndependent'
of the semantics of,particular lex1cal verBs. This function, no
dodWbt, controls the sblectlon of sub]ects in Caucaslan, as in
other 1anguages. However, once the subject has been identified .
on these 'deep" predicational grounds, the rule assﬁgblng a par-
ticular surface case-form to it is sensitive to the semantic class
of the particular verb to which it is related The normal;, or )
'unmarked case- -form for the trans1t1ve subject in Caucasian lan-
guages 1sERGNMNE°_but in the Nakh and Dagestan languages a dlf-
ferent case is assigned when the verb belongs to certain small

semantic sub-classes. 1In general, verbs of FEELING (e.g. love) and
N -« , ’
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-PERCEPTION le.g. s ﬁ\ require the subject to be in a sfeclflc oblique
case, often DATIVE (D) but sometimes 4 LOCATIVE case (L) an ex-

ceptlon is the Nid% dlalect of Udi in which wverba sentiendi- have

thelr subject in the' same ergative case as- -other verbs. In a num-

ber of Dagestanian languages there is a special case-form, called

the AFFECTIVE (Af), which has” the unique function 1ng-the

subject of verba sentlendl. An affective case- f m is found in

all but one (Botlikh) of ‘the' eight Andi languages (in Karatl and o

Akhwakh only in some dialects). It is also found in one Lezgian

language,Tsakhur: In some languages, the GENITHE:(C)Jnarks the

subject of 'verbs of 'possessi'on In at least three I_ezglan languages, Ta-
basaran Aghul and Tsakhfir, the verd meaning 'to.be able' requlres

the subject to be in an ABLATIVE (ab)case,’while in a thlrd Krytz,

the correspondlng Verg takes the COMPARATIVE mp)case. We must thus .
add to. our list of Caucasian tfans1t1ve constructlons the con-
figurations: 8. s® v o, 9. st v 0, 10. Pty o, 1l1. 6° v O,

12, PP vo, 13. s°P v o.

Normally 1n all these conflguratlons,
the O'1is 1n the nomlnatlve case. I have not wrltten O ’ however,

~

because-a few yjerbs in some languages require the O t6 be in a
locative or other case.

A .

Given the-fact that we are here dealing with languages in

which it is the Subject, rather than the Object, of a transitive

' verb that is in'an oblique case, it is not surprising that there
should be some variation 'in the specific oblique case used, ac—-

cording to ‘he semantic sub-class of the lexical verb. This is

quite ana}ogdus to the familiar siégatlon in Latin, where,
besides the, normal, or unmarked ac

sative object, we have objects
In the genititve, dative, and ablative, with partlcular classes
of verbs. » .

12. One final rempark on the case-form of transitive subjects '

in Caucasian: it Jhas sometimes been sudgested that besides the
nominative and ergative constructibns there is also an 'indefi-

-
nite' construction — so called because there is no surface in-

dication of whether the subject s’ in the nominative or ergative

case. ThlS occurs, for instance, with first- and second- person,
A.

.




subjects in Georgian (and with proper names as well in 014 Geor- .

gian) (Chikobava, 1948). ) As)glnatter of fact, 1n pronouns of .

the first and second person there are no d1st1nct nominative

and ergative forms in all the Kartveljan languages,_in the five

Abkhazo-Adyghe (N.W. Caucasian) languages and in ten Dagestanian y
- languages, i.e., in nearly 50% of‘all Causasian'languages. But
{since the distinction is regularly made with THIRD person
sﬁbﬁects} and since in most of these languages the‘distingtiah
between the nominative and ergative constructions is also mark-
ed elsewhere (&.g. by the verb form); there seems to .be no rea:--~
son to set up+an additional type of 'indefinite' sentence-één— )
struction merely to accomodate those cases where the surface

distinction of ndminative and ergatlve is neutralized.

13. The principal "symptohs” which normally d1st1ngu1sh the
ergative transitive construction from the nomlnatlve 1ntrans1-

tive construction can be tabulated as follows-

¢

ERGATIVE NQMINATIVE
- . TRANSITIVE INTRANSITIVE .
\ . CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION
f\ Case of Subject: ergative nominative
2.\ Case of Object: nominatiye , -
. o
’ 3. Verb agrees with: object * subject
or
- subj. and obj.

4, In addition to these symptoms, in N.W. Caucasian only,
the ergative construction is characterized by the se-
guence and form of pronominal prefixes on the verb.

Inc1dentally, Udi, WhICh 1s anomalous w1th resg ct to
symptom 2 (since it can have the ergative object in the accusa-
itlve/datlve case), is also anomalous with respect to 3, s1nce in
Udi the transitive werb in the ergative construction agrees only
w1€5>1ts QHMECT(TQ person and number). It is tempting to assume
that Udi, spoken chiefly in northern Azerbaijan; has been 1nflu—

enced by the Turkic Azeri language: such areal or symbiotic .ef~
fects are not uncommon in the multilingual Caucasus. However,

as Klimov (1973) points qut, there are reasons for believing that

this is an internal development in Udi.
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14, The following examples, from‘Adyghe, Avar and Tsakhur, )
illustrate®the, case~forms of nouns iﬂ the ergative'construc- -~
tion. 1In the word-for=word translatiens, superscript I indi-
cates INSTRUMENTAL CASE: from now on, in each particular example,
‘ the translation is carried down from word-rank to morpheme~rank -
“anly fof,thosé mgrphemes which are relevant to the discussion ‘
" of\ﬁhb moment.’ The first examples, of a typical ergative sen- L
‘~tence followed by\é~nomiﬁativé-one,‘fre (1) The hunter killed ,{
i the wolf and (2) The wolf died. . )
- : ; 1 :
(1) Adyghe: fak"re-m tis"i2i-r  twik’is. S
Avar: tfanaqangbs bats? t[?wana.
+ Tsakhur: . avt[e-e dzanavar tfivkl’una,
hunterE wolfN killed. g N
(2) Adyghe: tis" di-r Have. .' %
Avar: bats? X wana. " ) <>
' . Tsakhur: \g3anav5n givk’una, . !
' wlf® | died. , - ”

Ce In (1) the tfansitive subject is in an ergative case form,
while the object is in the nominative, which is, of course, the

. .same form as that of the subject in (2). The nominative form is

" the bare-base form ‘in Avar and Tsakhur. In Adyghe, the expres-
sibn of the cases’is combined with the marking of. definiteness:
the suffix -m in (1) and®-r in (1) and (2) is a kind of postponed
definite article which at the same time indicatgf_the OBHKWE.(ef-
gative) and the NOMINATIVE case. T ) .

The next examples- illustrate some of the chaﬁ&es of case

undergone by nouns in Avar and Tsakhur when their role in the

"sentence is changed; The sentences are (3) The door opened, (4)

The boy opened the door with the key, (5) The key opened the door,

(6) The boy used the kKey to open the door.

?(3) Av. nutSSQikrahana. (4) wasas nutss?a k’ula¢ rahana. ’
Ts. akka agtjn. boy®  door key™ opened. .
door™ opened. (4) gadee akka . aqunfmikféjka.
. boyE doorN v ‘ opened ké‘y.ru

\ .

i . -
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(5) Av. k’ula4 nutss’a raﬁaée.
Ts. mfk’ejn’akka aqtjn.,
o keyE doorg opened. ' : .
(6) Av. wasas nutss’a rahine k’ul falt’ana,

Ts. ak ka aqasdime mik’ej i-ffemifijn.-

) & aode™ to-open- keyN used ’ t&

ot€d that in these examples,’the word r is
e case. On the other hand,fthe word for key oc-
* in (4) it is in the instrumental,

15. It will be

always in the

curs in three dlfferept c
in (5) as subjject of a tramsative verb it is in the ‘ergative (in

Avar, but not in Tsakhur, this’ has outwardly. the same form as the

‘instrumental}, in (6) it has become object of the verb to use and

consequently is in the nominative. These changes in the form of %
the word key reflect changes 'in the word's gfammatical function,
and thes€ take precedence over any 1mag1ned constant unchanging,
'deep structure! meaning of k key in (47, (5) and (6) In an ac-
tual situation, where a‘gey opens a door with a key, .there are
three participants in the event ut there in the real world: ang,
of course, nd6 'matter how one TALKS about it, the &éz always re-

mains the instrument in the’real-Jorlé event. But 'that event, as

an interplay of real participants in the external world, cannot

' be called (as some would have it) the "deep strﬁcture' of any

linguistic utterance: The external event as ‘'such has LINGUISTIC
structure at all, deep or” otherwise. It is only when a speaker
conceptualizes the situation for the purpose of linguistic encod-
ing that some kind of lingﬁistic structure may be said to be im-
posed upon the evewsf®. If the speaker chooses to conceptualize

and grammaticalize the event' in such a way that the Eex plays the |,
role of instruhent, then, in a Dagestanian language, the corres-.
ponding word will surface in the INSTRUMENTAL case (4). If, however,
he cb;;;fe tQ conceptuallze dlfferently, maklnjkthe E_x tﬁe start- )
1ng o) t'i the subject of his predication, then the ‘wiord for &gx‘ N
will shrface in the ERGATIVE case (5). Yet another conceptuallza-

tlpq\;tﬁé boy used the key...) bﬁénqs the word for ke ey into the o

, - function of object, represented b& the, NOMINATIVE case (6).
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! 16. It has been pointed out that in the Tsakhur ver51on of (5),

\ the word key is in the ergatlve case, and hence dlfferent in form
from its occurrence in the knstrumental ip (4). This is true,
but, even so, the Tsakhur erdative form is not a unique and inde-

pendent one: the form mik’ejn, in fact, can,also function as.a -

genitive. And the ergative of gade ’boy“, i.e. gadge (with long "
final g), is the same as the first locative, or INESSIVE form. ‘

i In Tsakhur. there are thus two types of ergative form, one of these
(= inessive) is used with singulaf nouns of classes I and II (hu-
o . >
. "man male and female), while the other (= genitive) is used with

) singular nouns of Classes III and IV (anipals and all other things).

> This illustrates once again the point-made in 10 above, that even ’
Wwhen it has no independent surface form, the ergative case-func-

‘ tion is unique and 1ndependent and cannot be said to be merely a

:3 + facet of some one partlcular other case. Bokarév (1048) has p01nt— s

;: ed out that generally where the ergative se has the same form - .

as the instrumental, there is another instrumental case- form in
‘ #the language that has Jbecome the more usual means ‘of expre551ng
:g . %he instrumental funct1on. In Tsakhur-something similar has hap-

' pened with the 1ne551ve used as ergative with class I and II nouns.
Kurbanov (1967) shows that since the inessive normally has the
ergatlve functloﬁ, the ‘original inessive function is usually ful-
flfied by using a postposition ad 'in' with the genitive case.

He cites the examples (7) The boy this year read many books, where
boy' gade-e is in the old inessive = ergative, and (8) They- found
a nail.in the boy in which the postposition is used:

L i (7) gadee hajni~ sen xagtta .kitabbi qagtqlq. .
i b a
) boy this year many booksN read.
(8) gadejni ad’ qqaday uwajki. . ‘
boy’  in _  nail®  they-found. |
* .+ 17.° ' The placing of the subjec@ of an ergative transitive verb

W . . . . ~ .
# 1n the ergative case_is universal in Caucasian languages, except

for bige two western N.W. Caucasian languages Abkhaz and Abaza.
These twp laﬁguagea have no surface case=forms at all, and con-
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sequently ergative subject
Neve_r':*ss,,_ Abkhaz and _ﬁBaza certainly distinguish an ergative

on. How this is done is shown below.

» L <

nouns cannot be marked for ergative case. -

const

18." The- Kartvelian (S; Caucasian) languages Georgian and Svan
are ano@éiéﬁé in that in these two languages the ergative con-
structiéﬁhES'confineq td a group of tenses of the AORIST (perfec—
tive) serﬁes. In-ﬁhesg tenses the subject is in the eygative'cage
(unighely marked in Gégggian by the suffix —ggigl_or‘:g_which has
ne other function) and the object is in the nominative. In the
PRESENT series of tenses (which includes a past imperfeciive),

the subject of a transitive‘vérb is in the nominative and the ob-

ject is in the dative-accusative. Examples: (9) The mother is

bringing up her child, '(10) The mother brought up her chiid.

‘. N !

(9) deda "fvifsa zrdis. 1
mother™ ;ébdD/A brings-up. E
(10) dedaﬁmflf}lj& gazarda.

|
mothefE“;%édﬁﬂ* 4 broﬁgh?-up. !

, . In the two Zan Fialects, Laz (or Chan) and\Megrelian, the
ergative con;truétion has .been generaliged-——ehas spread beyond
its used w.ith aorist transitives only. This generalization has

taken diffegent directions in thé two dialects, ag indicated in

.khede diagrams. 1In Georgién, the ergative goﬁstr ction E occurs
; ~ -
only‘yith transitive verbs in the aorist, thﬁs:,
1
Non-= ’ _ Non-— . Non-
Aorist Aorist Aorist Aorist - gorist

~
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hod
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In Laz, the ergative case has come to be used with the sub-

jects of all transitive veérbs, irrespective of tense. Laz has thus -
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acquired the same generalized type of ergatﬁvity as other Lu- .
casian languages, In Megrelian, on the .,other ‘hand, tle ergative
case is still confined to the aorist tenses, but has spread from

transitive to intransitive sentences. Since the so-called erga-

tive case is no longer associated at all with transitivity, it .
has ceased to be functionally an ergative altogether, and has be-
came merely a kiné of redundant marker of the aorist. Thus in
Megrelian we have examples like (11) The glrl sewed a pillow
(transitive) and (12) A letter came for the brother {intransi-

-tive) in both of which the subject is marked by the formerly er-

gative marker -k: o ' \ . Co >
(11) dot[?u dzsabi-k balsi[i. N : .
sewed girlE pillowN.' )

(12) baratiig Kumurtu dzima-s.

5 E D ’
letter came brother . ’ c.

=~ ' Klimoy (1967), apparently following Chikobava, suggests that .
the ergative suffix -k lost its function as a result of the fre-

quent occurrence in Megrelian of tha.'affirmative"prefix ko-

(ku-, ki-, ke-) on aorist verbs, as in (13) The brother came:

(13) d3|ma komortu.
. ' brotherN” came. :

in which the Inltlal k- of komortu got transferred to the ehd of
dzima, formlng 5|mak which came to be apprec1ated as an ergatlve..
This may partly explaln the Megrelian development. But on & deep-
er level it may be no accident that Megrelian is spoken on, and
contiguous to, the territory of Abkhaz, a language which has no
surface cases and cqnsequently has no indication of ergativity

on the subject noun. Abkhaz marks ergativity on the verb,.and

so retains the ergative functidn. Megrelian, however, having lost

the case-mark on the noun has totally lost the ergative function.

.

19. In 10, above, I mantioned the occurence of SE Vv, that is,

an intransitive, or apparently intransitive,'verb with an ergative

subject. This conflguratlon occurs, as I said there, 1n four cir-

cumstances. The first is the deletion of the object in an st v .o"

cohstruction. This will he illustrated in anotRer connection be-

2y




2

%

low (33). The secoqd c1rcumstance was the fu51on of an hlstorlcal
0.with V. This is what AbdullaeV in his Dargi Syntax "(1971) calls

the 'binary’ ergatlve constructlon since it involves only two ele-
ments, S and V. It Pccurs, as™ he says, with 'historicélly transi-
tive' verbs. These are verbs, now infrdnsitive in appearance, re-
sulting from the fu51on of such £ormerly object nouns. as-g’as-'de-
‘cision', gus 'force, pressure ,_han Ppatlence, self-control', her

'look, glance .with such _verbs as 33135 'to do', ks Tto say

bdises_'to hold"'. We thus have such S v constructlons as:

. — . ! * L

) (14) nu-ni qlasbarra. (< bares) .
, 1 | decided.” - I ‘ - .
4"‘ . - " M ‘ . I » . A
(15) nu-ni guzbarra. :
« . iF sshowed=force. )

’ (16) Tu-ni handutgiri & (< putses)

- t:houE1 endured. . -

/ (17) *d-ni Ter?iri (< frer + es)
~ t:houE looked. .

' ) It is probable that a similar phenomenon occurs in several
Caucaslan languages. Jakovlev (1940@ for example, gives a few
exémplés of Chechen 1ntran51t1ve, or apparestly objectless, verbs
that requlre ergative subjects. He explains these as resulting
rrom ?he fusion of noun-objects with originally separate tran-
sitive verbs, as in Dargi, and he identifies the inecérporated noun-
roots. * \

20. Other cases of SE V, that is, intransitive verbs with er-

gative subjects, cannot be plausibly 'explained away' in this

manner. Accordlng to Klimov (1973, 235-8), at least‘a few exam-

ples of SE V can be ftound in all the Kartvelian languages, in Ka- N
bardian, in Batsbiy and in Lezgi. 1In Georglan, intransitive verbs

of this type are called MIDDLE VERBS, and include verbs meaning 'god,
'run', 'jump', 'live 'shout', try', 'serve', all of which require
thelr subject to be in the ergative case in the aorlst group of tenses.

Rudenko (1972), following Georgian pedagogical tradition, explains this anomalous

2
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use of the ergative case by saying that these verbs have 'objects ’
understood’. The suggestion that we must assume missing objects

such as ‘'way', *jump ‘life' ('go a way', 'jump a Jump ', 'live,a
life') with thesirverbs seems extremely implausible to mef partic-
ularly since no race of 'fused objects' (as in the Dargi examples)
is present. It s%ems more likely that, as Klimov (1973, p. 51)
suggests, we have %ere survivals of .an. 'active' type of.sentence

\ .

A

comstruction. )
This last explanation seems even ﬁore approprlate to the

cases of s¥ V that ocour in Batsbiy. In this language, some in-

transitive verbs requlre a subject in the first or second per-

son to be in the ergative case. Desherlev (1953) describes these

as 'so-called dynamic verbs'. They include such obviously 'acFion'

verbs as 'go', 'run', 'return', 'jump', 'play', 'stand up', 'sit . -

down' and also 'speak', ‘ery', 'bellow’, 'look', 'grow fat', 'be-
lieve'. I éive here seme examples of I and EEéB in the .nomina~
tive case with the verb to be (18, 19) and then, in the ergative -
case with"dynamic'verbe' (20, 21, 22). 1In (18), Cp means 'com-
parative case' and in (19) IR2 means 'inessive II' : (18) I am

older than\ybu (sing), (19) You (sing) are at: home.

~

(18) so - tox q’anivy va.

N thee P older am. . )
(19) o tfuh wva.
thouN houseIn2 art. =~ * o

In (20) C means 'comitative' and in .(21) Inl means ‘innes-
sive . I'. (20) I'm going to'school with father. (21)' I'm talklng

about twenty people. (22) You played there just now.

(20) as vuit’as dadetsi sk’ole.

* IE go fatherC school.
(21) as t’q’a st’ak’oyx livas.
E
! I ~ 268 personsInl talk.

(22) an ints laip’ts’nah osi.

E |
thou  just-now played there,




. ! ‘ ‘
“Phis phenomenon — thé occurrence of S& with MFynamic' or
'active' intransitive verbs —' i's not to be eq&ated with the use -

.of a 'pseudo-ergative' subject with all iptransitive verbs in
the aorlst tenses in Megrelian, mentloned in,18 above. The Bat-
-Sbly phenomenon occurs in all tenses and is linked with a par-
tlcular 'active' semantic class of,verbsj andqis thus somewhat

‘-remin%scent of' the 'active construction' that occurs in a number
of Amerindian?languages .Note, h9wever, that the Batsbiy pheno—

menon 1s conflned to subjects in the first and secopd person only.

Yy

21. Batsbly hasc§et another use of an ergative subject with in-
, transitive verbs that is even more interesting, since with these
pérticuiar verbs the subject<=tan be in either the ergative or the
nominative case. Selection of the case is semantically condition-
ed, though Desherlev tells us (1953, p. 227) that the alstinction
- 1is now going out of use. The intransitive ergative-or- nominative
verbs 1lsted by Desherlev are: 'to worry, be bored', ‘be satiated’',
'fear', Nie down', 'fall down', 'get drunk'. He also mentions -
another verb dozar 'fall' cited by Schiefner in 1856, but apparent-
ly no longer entering into the ergative-nominative alternation.
The semantic distinction is this: the NOMINATIVE subject is more
'passive', is represented as activated or affected by somg, extern-
al event, whereas the ERGATIVE subject is more 'active'!, is re-
presented as actively causing the event nzmed by the verb. Ex-
amples of the nominative subject are: (23) My mother is ill, I'm
Vorried; (24) It's raining, I'm bored, (25) We' fell to the ground

(unintentionally).

-

(23)  se nan laits’oli, so kottol.
’

ny motherN fell-ill, IN « am-worried.

(24) q’ar jatye, so kottol. \d

-+ - . N N .
rain comes, I am-bored.
. , )

(25) tyo naizdray gqitra. - -

weN to-the-ground felll (unintentionally).
- Examples of the ergative subject are: (26} I'm bored/worried,

<
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I don't know why, (27) We fell to the ground (intenfionally).

J * (26) " as, kotilas, tso xee stev,

E.
E am-bored, not know why.

(27) atyxo naidray gitra,
weE to-the-ground fell (intentionally). _

It is clear that in (23) to (25) the worry, boredom and act
of falling down came upon the subject from outside;-while in (26)

the explanatory clause I don't know why implies that the boredom
was spontaneously generated in the subject. Welmust remember tha?
this unusual Batsbiy usage applies only to first and second per- -

son subjects, and only to a restricted set of intransitive verbs.

22.  The third symptom of ergativity mentioned in 13 was the
concord or 'agreement' of the verb. In all excépt two out of

the thirty seven Caucasian languages there is, or may be, some

- form.of concord relation between a verb and its subject and/or
object. Thé general pattern is that.an intransitive verb, agrees
with its SusJECT (as in Indo-EurQPean), but an ergative transitive’

verb agrees with its OBJECT. In some.Caucasian languages, an er-

ject and object. Agredement is

gative‘transitive verb agreesz‘jn principle, with both the sub-

ijn CLASS or PERSON or both.

-In the majority of Caucasian 1énguages (to be exact, in 28
out of 37, or 75%), nouns are distribufed into a number of gender-
like classes, ranging from two in Tabasaran up to eight in Batsbiy.
In a very few lexical items, the noun-class is overtly marked on
the noun itself — Avar, for instance, has was '‘boy', jas 'girl',
watss- 'brother’', ﬂiﬁiﬁ 'sister', where w- and j- are markers of
‘male person' and 'female person' respectively. Génerally; the
clgsses are covert, .being, manifested only by the occurrence of
the appropfiate class-marker on adjectives, verbs, etc., in con-

cord relationship with the noun.

23. The commonest rules of.verb-noun agreement can be “simply.
: . ,
illustrated from Avar, whijh, in addition to the 'male person'
- and 'female person' classe already mentioned, has a third class

of 'non-perscns'. We may label these classes m., £. and n. re-

0
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spectively. Plurals'constitute, in effect, a.fourth concord-class.
The classes are marked by class consonants, which .are prefixed,

suffixed or infixed.. The class consonants_are:
*% ’ . N
{ ' \

: SING: | ' PLURAL
m, - w - >
£. \j' , i/r .

n. b ( o C

vy . -
The general class~-concord rule is that an’ INTRANSITIVE verb
agrees with its SUBJECT, an ERGATIVE TRANSITIVE. verb 'with its OBJECT.
Thus we have (28) The boy/girl/horse came.

(28) m—boyN was V-atf’ana, m-came,
f-girlN Jjas ‘j-atf"a na f-came.
- " n-horse" t Joo b-at[’ana n-came.

Y '
'As ergative examples we have (295 Muslimat gave birth to
. . - ¥
a boy, (30) Muslimat gave birth to a girl, (31) Muslimat' gave
birth to a child — note that for grammatical purposes, a child’

b 4

is a 'non-person'.

(29) muslimatitsa was ha-w-una.
. M.E boyN " bore (m).. .
(30) muslimatitsa jas ha-j-una.. -
/ M. E girlN bore (£f).
4 : (31) muslimatitsa ¢imer ha-b-una-.
M. E childN bore (n).

27. A few languages of Dagestan have elaborated t&ekergatiqg
concord system so that the transitive verb agrees with the OBJECT
j:n CLass, but with the SUBJECT in PERSON. This occurs, for instanee,
in Tabasaran. Tabasaran has two classes, HUMAN (h) marked by 4~
and NON-HUMAN (n) marked by b-, as in these examples: I, thou, he
caught the boy, (33) I, thou, he caugh?‘%he bird.

(32) izu d-~isnu-za baj 1 h—Eaught—I
- iwu d-isnu-wa baj Thou hrcahght—thou boyN.
»

dusu d-isnuw ba’j He h-caught'
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(33) izu b-isnu-za dzaq’a / I n-caught-I
* . . . .
iwu b-lsnu-wa dzaq’a Thou n-caught-thou birdN.
dusu b-isnuw dzaq’@ ° He n-caught -

" A somewhat similar concord system, with the transitive
verb agreeing-wi%h’its object in class’and its subject in per-
son, occurs in Dargi and Lak, though‘there are variations. In
Lak, for instance, subject-person concord occurs only with first
and second person subjects In those southern dialects of Tabasaran
where the class system is lost completely, the ergative transitive
verb agrees only with the subject in person. Thus in one of
these dialects, examples .(32) and (33) appesr as:

er

~

(32) uzu bisura-za ,
uwu bisura-wa bagz.

dusu bisura
4

{(33) uzu bisura-za

Auwu bisura-wa dzaq®¥.
: 584

*gubu bisu »

As we mentione;?earlier, this has also happened in Udi,
which has totally lost the class- system and thus has a purely
SUBJ‘ECT-PERSGN conjugation’ of the trans:.t:l.ve verb. Two other' Lez-
gian languages*that have lost the class_system entirely are Lezgi
and Agul. ’In these languages, however,  there is ﬂo person con-
cord either, so the Lezgi-and Agul #érb, both intransitive and

transitive, marks no agreement whatsoever with related nouns.

28. In the Kartvelian (S. Caucasian) languages, verb-noun con-
cord is purely personal. Intransitive verbs agree in.person and
number with the subject, and with the indirect object if any,’
while transitive verbs agree with both direct object and subjedt.
.The same is true of the Abkhazo—Adyghe languages (NWC), with the
.,addition that there is some marking of CIASS agreement in Abkhaz

and Abaza.

29." In the Abkhazo-Adyghe (NWC) languages, all NP's related to

the verb are, in principle, recapitulated in pronominal prefixes

20
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on the verb, and the SEQUENCE of -these prefixes is crucially re-

lated to ergativity. In ERGATIVE sentences the'pronomineL pre-
fixes are in the sequence O;S—V or.O—o-S-V, where lowerucase o
represents indirect object or other complimeﬁt. Examples from
Adyghe are: (34) I took thee, (35) I took thee with them.

(34) se we wi-s-gab.

7 - I  thee thee-I-took. ,' . ‘.
B oY o5 -5 -v ' .
. -’ 3 * . (
(35) se axem we w-a-de-s-gak.

E .
I them thee thee-them-with=I-took.

E E N .
S o ,O0. O ~ o- with -s§-

\
When subject and object are both third person, the only

overt pronomlnal prefix on the Adyghe ergative verb represents
the subject thus (36) The man teok/led the horse.

——

} (36 ) 4’f—m Ji-r  t-gas.’ : '

. the-man the—ﬁorse He-led. e
sE. o S-V. i{‘ i

In NOMINATIVE sentences, which in ®dyghe have the subject in

the nominative case and the object (here called the "indirect ob-

.Ject' by N.W. Caucasian specialists) in the ERGATIVE (dblique) case,

the pronominal prefixes on the verb are in the sequence S=0-V o
S-o-o-~V, as in (37) I awalted thee, (38) I awalted thee w1th them"

(37) se we St~ we— 3at. 7 )
I thee I-thee-awaited. /// h
SN OE S - O‘- v
"(38) se axem we s— a— dt— we— 3a. * .
4; I them thee I - them-with-thee-awaited.
. sV oF O.E_..S-'o—with-}( 0-v

When the subject and object are both third person, the only

overt prefix on the Adyghe nominative verb represents the object,
thus: (39) The man waited for the horse. . g




- -

- .
{ -

(39) 42¢-r gt-m je-z2s. )
the-man the-horse it-awaited / . /7
oo sV o o =V ’ .
In Abkhaz and Qhaza, where nouns have no surface case-mark- .

ing, the difference between the ergative and the nominative con-
struction is expressed solely by the sequence, and, to soméi&xtent, )

the form of the pronominal prefixes, as in (40) They, took the boy

home (ergative), (41) The boy helps his mOther #(nominative), (42) {
My sister gave me the book (ergative 3-place verb). .
¢
) (40) atf’kw’fn ayn:cla dé-r—gejt’.
the-boy > home him-they-took. '
o) ' Adv.Ccapl. O - S —V
(41) atf’kw’+n j-2n d-lt-tsyraawejt?. & —
the-boy his-nother hg—her—i‘xelps.
‘[ ‘ - S 0 S- o0 —V '
(42) sa-t"ga aq;wq’w j=st-l-tejt?. /
my-sister | the-book it-me-she-gave. !
S o . 0-0 - §—V ’
30. To summarize, then, the ergative-transitive construction in

Cauca®ian languages is characterized by ONE OR MORE ofe*the follow-

ing *features:

(i) the subject is in the eggative case
(ii) the object is in the nominative case
(iii) the verb 'agrees' with the object -
(iv) in North West Caucasian, the pronominal -~
prefixes on the verb are in the sequence 0~5-.

A number of scholars, Sht notably Me#daninov in several

works and following him, Gol@b (1969), have noted that ‘erga~

~tive lahguages' can be cla551f1ed in terms of their, different
manifestations of ergat15luy. Specifically, the criterion is
‘which element of sentence structure, the Subject or the Verb,

carries the marker(s) of ergafivfky. We thus have three types:
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Ly (1) woMINAL, in which the ergative construction is marked .
only by the case-form of the subject,

(ii) VvERBAL, in which the ergative construction is marked
only by some’feature of the Vérb, partlcularly markers
of concord with the Object, and

(iii) mixep, in which both the Subject and Verb carry er-
gative markers.

By these criteria, most Caucasian languages are, poten-—
tially, of MIXED type. The two western Abkhazo-Adyghe languages,
Abkhaz and Abaza, are of purely VERBAL type. Two Lezgian lan-
guages, Lezgi and Agul, are of purely NmumALtype, since the

“verb in these languages cdarries no concord markers whatsoever.
Another Lezg;an language, Udi, as well as thezxmthern dialect
of Tabasaran, must alsc pe assigned,to the NOMINAL type, since
the verb in these languages marks person-agreement with the
Subject only, and this is‘not a mark of ergativity. N
This classifitation of ergativity is interesting, but not,
it seems to me, of great typological siénifieence., We have seen
‘ how more than one type exists even within one and the same sub-
éroup of Caucasia Not only that, but‘even in those Dagestanian
languages that have wetained a syst of noun-classes, by no means
all verbs carry class-markers. Xajzzng (1966, pp. 1267152) men-
tions that 'in Lak, for'instance, out of 208 simple verbs, only
77 (that is, 3]%) carrf class-markers. Consequently,\even in
those languages that are of MIXED type, a large percentage of
ergative sentences are, in fact, of;%omnwu.typen This is why
we said above that most Caucasian languages are 'potentially'of

(44 -

MIXED type. ,

31. I.would like,now to ' consider the once wideébreadlinter-

. pretation of the ergative '‘construction as pdssive. This was
the conclusion of Uslar (1862, 1863) whose wonks I unfortunate-
1y know chlefly through the frequent references to them in the
Soviet Caucasiological llterature-— a conclu51on mu9h strength-
ened and popularized'by Schuchardt (1896).

One can easily understand how a scholar familiar,é%th Indo-

European might interpret Avar sentences like those in‘examples

4
>
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(1) and (4) above as passive. Here we have a verb syntactically
related to two nouns. The verb 'agrees' with one noun, and that
noun is in the 'nominative' case. The other noun is in‘the in-
strumental. 'Obviously' (from an I.E. point of view) the noun
which is in the nominative, and with whlfh the verb agrees, must
be the subject. Thus, an Avar sentence like, say (43) Father
bought a horse,

: ~ | ~
(43) insutsa tfu b-osana. .

E/I

father n—horseN n—bought

must (in I.E. terms) 'really' mean 'By father a horse was bought.'
If the first Caucasian languagij/éudled by Uslar had been, say,
Udi, with its verb-subject agre€ment and oblique-case object,
Cauca51an studies might not have been so per51stently encumbered,
by the''ergative = passive' myth. The belief that the Caucasian
ergative construction is passive has for long been rejected by a2
Soviet Caucasiologists. Already in Byxobskaja (1934), doubt was
cast on the passive nature of the ergative, and Zzhirkov (1941,

pp. 64-65) argues convincingfy against the passive hypothesis.

32.  There are several arguments against ‘the 'passive'’ inter-
pretation of the ergative construction, the first two. of which
are well-known. . \ \\}

‘The first argument applies only to the Kartvelian languages.
Inthese languages there is a genuine pa851ve construction that is
in direct opposition to the ergative. Thus in Georgian we have
(44) The man killed the ox, and (45) The ox was killed by the man.

(44) k’atsman dak’la xari.

manE killed oxN ,
(45) "~ xari daik?ta k*atsisa-gan. -
oxN was-killed man-from. [

»

Since Georgian can’ oppose a formal passive to the ergative
construction, it is obvious that the latter cannot itself be pas-

«
sive. ) : &‘ N

The second argument is, in a sense, the obverse of the first.
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In all the bthar Caucasian languagzs, the 15 no contrasting ACTIVE

to which the ergative can te opposed. It is widely agreedﬁthat
- y '
the passive construction, universally, is a trangformationally ce-,

)

rived construct on:v on this, see in general the Soviet symposium

The Tynology of Passive Cecnsiructions (Xolodovi&, ed. 1974) and

in particular X“aKOVSK’j S conurlbu+1on to that volume. Slnce the

Caucasian ergative consttruetion cannot bz shown to derive from,

nor be opposed to, a basic ‘'active’ construction, it cannot be
regarded as passive. ‘ *

e ' These two are’ thz commonly adduced arguments for the non-~pas-
sive (and, by the same token, in North Caucasian languages, non-
active, i.e., neutral) nature of the Cazucasian ergative construc-
tion. One can, however, think of a few other arguments against

the 'ergative = passive' hypothesis.

33. The labelling of the ergafive construction as 'péssive' in-
escapaé}y impliesathat one has equatfd the subject of the ergative
with- the agent of tha passive, and the object of the ergative with
the subject of the passiva. ‘Now, in at least some nodern’ I.E.
languages, and perhaps irn most, one formal characteristic of the
passive is that the AGENT can easily be deleted (it happens most

of the time in English), but that the SUBIECT cannot be deleted,
except in guite unusual c1écumstadces. In the Caucasian ergative
consr.*uctlon however, either the subject (=.i passive agent) or the object

(= paas:LVe subjec ) ca“l be Fraely deleted. Thus in Ava.r, fram sentence
(46) Mother is cooklng the ootatoes = The potatoes are being

cooked’ by mother, we can derive either (47) The potatoes are

copking,= The potatoes are being cooked o; (48)~Motncr is cooking

= *Are ba2ing cooked ,.;v,not.n\._..

; (46) ebelad kartofka q’at[’ule-b b-ugo. o .

. E N .
e mother potatoes coo:u.ng—n . n-is.”

(47) kartofaa q’at[’ule-b b-ugo

. . N . . .
potatoes coo.‘u::g—n n-is. »
ol . ’ ’, - - : )
(48) " ebelas * g’atf’ule-b b-ugo o _
,_ E . .
rother ,¥ cooking-n n-is.
‘¢ = - ’ -
.(_} N N I)"
. ) i .
. .
Q - . N ‘

ERIC ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
~
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Sentence (48), of course, avoids the macabre ambiguity of

Engl;§h Mother is cooking because of both the ergative case of
mother and the non-human class-markbrs on the verb, which recall
the deleted potatoes. Inciéentallg;ialthShgh 'are cooking' or
'are being cooked' are appropriate Erénslation equivalents in
these senten§é5, a nore 1ite;;l rendeiing‘of thefzvar verb .

q ’at]’azé is 'to pfepare'.

‘ .Another argument has to do with the_reiative frequency of
passives and ergatives. 1In languages which have a formally dis-
tinct ﬁassive, it tends to be infrequent. In ordinary conversa-
tional English, for example, about 1.5% of all finite verbs are
passive:' of these, only a very small fracti?n are accompanied

by an egplicit agent. At a generous estimate we can be «ertain
that not more than .2% (or 1 in 500) of all English £inite verbs
in conversation are passives with undeleted agents. At a con-
servative estimate, based-on some rough counts, at %?ast 20%’(or

1 in 5) of Cauqasian finite verbs are in the ergative construetign.
Now if the equatio.n <;f ERGATIVE with PASSIVE is more than a mere la- .
belling of surface forms, it must be the case that ergative and '
passive constrtﬁctién& are semant.ically eqpivalentr— are _reiLat—‘
able, that is, to approximately the same situational ¢fpsychologic-~
al, stylistical) features. The onus, then, lies upon the support-
ers of the ergative = passive hypothesis to explain whf‘the sit-
uvational features which prompt g speéker to selqd% PASSIVE are at

least 100 times more frequent in the Caucasus than in éhe English-

speaking’world.l

Finally, some Qeight must be given to the insight ;nd in~
tuitions of the many Soviet linguists who are native speakers
of Caucasian languages. Cajicasian~speaking linguists arg/virr
tuallywinanimous in denying that.the Caucasian ergative construc-
tion is passive; and these, it must be remembered, are l;ngﬂfg-—
ically sophisticated observers with thorough acquaintance w%gh\

the passive in Russian and other.Indo-EuroEean languages, e

34. Som% writers, such as KuryXowicz (1963) and Shaumjan (1974)

regard the ergative and passive constructions as being FORMALLY
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-identioal, but differing 'stylistically". Thus, Shaumjan, -having
B defined' THEME as 'that which is spoken about' (p. 55) and RHEME as
¢ . ) 'that which is communicated about the. theme', states (p.57), 'The
. difference'between the nominative an§ the ergative construction
. .\>consists in the fact that frqp the point of view of the distinc-
N . tion between theme and rheme these two coristructions are in re-
N versed relation to each other: kn “the nomlnatlve construction
the = |agens functions 35. theme, while the patiens enters into the

composition of the rheme; in the ergative construction, on the

contrary, the patiens functions?as theme, while the agens enters -
into the composition of the theme.' He goes on to say: 'In the

nominative construction tre agens is expressed by the nominative
case ... while in the ergative construction the EEEEE is expres-~
sed by the!ergatlve casg....' in making these distinctions,

Awbhaumjan seems to have assigned the terms 'theme’ and *rheme'
quite arbitrarily, or rather, one may-perhaps guess that he is
ultimately, covertly, influenced by the Indo-European idee that
the unmarked, or nominative, form must be the subject or 'theme'.
Shaumjan then goes on to point out that the (Rissian) passive )
constructlon is exactly-the same with respect to the relatlons ¢ 0
between 'theme' and ggegg  etc., as the ergative construction.
But the passive differs from the ergative by the fact that the

- passive is 'stylistically mar&ed' in comparison with the- act1Ve,

while the ekgative is not so marked.

35. Magyinet has discussed ergativity in several bhblications,
mostly with reference to Basque but w1th 1mp11cat10ns of a more
l;general relevance. A brief outline in Englaish of his views is -
- found in Martinet (1970).  Like others, Martinet emphasizes the
neutrality of the verb in the ergative construction: it is nei-’
ther active 'nor passive, and he llkens it in this respect to
nomlnallzed verbal forms in English. Regamey (1954) also likens
the verb in ergative constructions to Indo-European nominals de-
rived from verbs. Rejecting the ‘'passive’ interpretation, Rega-
my sees the ergative construction in what/he calls fcohcentric

¥ languages' (notably Tibetan) as a sentence structure that is not

1 .




based on the two 'poles' sUBJECT and PREDICATE, but rather on a
single pivot — ‘un verbe nofinal pourvu de prédicat d‘exis-

tence.!

3€." It will be apparent from what precedes that most writers on
ergativity seem. to concentrate their attention on the ergative
construction in itself, as if it were a uniqne and independent
Pheromeront an obligatory pecularity 5& transitive sentenees.

But gne must not forget tbe*famons, and<still valid, dicﬁum of

de Saussure that 'la langue est un systéme dont les termes sont
'solidaires, et ol ia valeur de 1'un ne'résulte que de la présgnce
simultanée des autres.. It is lmpossable to understand any gram-
matical phenomenon without taklngilntb account its systemic po-
sition in the language — w1thout‘notr”g by what features it
contrasts with- other phenome%a in the same system.

*We have already seen that in terms of the Voice-opposition,
the ergative constyuction has_nothing to contrast with; in other
words, it is not a term in an opposition of ‘'active' to 'passive’
However, the ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION does enfter into a sigrrlli:ticant op-
position with another term in many Caucasian languages, namely
the NOMINATIVE CONSTRUCTION. Suprlslngly, ‘most writers on ergativi-
ty ignore this fact: yet, it is only by comparing the semantic .
features that qhaEacﬁerize the nominative construction in oppo-
sition to the ergative construction that we can hope to “elucidate

the MEANING of ergativity.

37. <\F Begin_with the Abkhazo-~Adyghe (NWC) languages. 1In all
five of these .languages, there is an ERGATIVE CdNSTRIJCTION st oV v
(manifested in Abkhaz-Abaza by the sequence and form of pronom-
inal prefixes on the verb, not by case-marking on the nouns), .
‘and there is also a contrasting NOMINATIVE CONSTRUCTION S‘N OE A\
in which the subject is in the nominative case, the object is in
the oblique (ergative) case, and the pronominal prefixes are in
the reverse sequence. N.W. Caﬁcas1an specialists regard the
construction-g" OF V as ‘intr nsitive' and label it the 'indi-

rect object construction'. Never heless, it is in direct oppo-

A

() o
o4
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;ition to the structure SE ON V.

The first clue to the semantic difference between the erga-
tive and nominativeiconstrucfidns cal be deriQéd‘froﬁ the par-
ticular lexical Qe;@s thé; oceur most commgnly in each construction.
These are ¢alled 'Eransitivef%(ergativé) and 'intransitive' (nem-
inative) verbs respectively, and much the same items fall into each
class in’all five NWC languages. Typical of the INTRANSITIVE (nom-
inative) verbs are, in Adyghe:ﬁ"approach', ‘avoid', 'beat',6 'bite',
'blow'm(érumpet,\etc.),"céresg', ‘curse', 'd?@', 'eptér', 'expect',
'echo' (or 'accompany in singing'), ‘harm', 'help', 'grind', 'file',
'kiss', 'lick:,  'look at:, }ioék after/nurse', 'meet', ‘'peck’,
'pinch', 'pity', 'push', ';ead', 'stab', 'steal', 'strike',:'sus-

.

pect', 'watch', 'wait for'. .

The common semantic thfead that runs through all of these
becomes more apparent when one looks at the contrast between
_specific 'transifive' (exrgative) and 'intransitive' (nominat{ve)

’

X
verbs, for example: ’ B

. TRANSITIVE (ERGATIVE) INTRANSITIVE (NOMINATIVE)

n

kill strike, stab, -beat

; “write read
/ \see — ) look at

Illustrative sentences are: (49) The warrior killed the .

the enemy with his”“dagger, (50) The warrior stabbed the enemy

with his dagger.

(49) bojetsi-m gamemk’e ptji-r iwtk’ts.
warr iorE dagg erI enemyN killed.

(50) bojetsi-r camemk’e ptjt-m jepidzis.
N (2

« warrior daggerI enemy?\ stabbed. ' ’

(51) The professor wrote the book, (52) The professor read the

)

book.

(51) professort-m txt4i-r itxay..

E N
professor book wrote,

‘




-

'(52) professort-r i{xisi-m jedzas,
N ] ol

I\‘ —
professor book ‘ead.

g s
(53) The boy.saw the precty garl, (54) The boy looked at the  -..

_pretty girl. - J

(53) k’ale-m p8eSedzxe-r t1des” iy,

boy girl—prettyN 'saw.
(54) k?ale-r pleledaxe-nm .p4a .
N . E -
boy girl-pretty™ . lodijziat. .
38, From, such examples as these, we begin to get an idea of

the semantic opposition between the ergative and nominative con-
structions. It.seems clear that the assignment of a particular
transitive lexical verb to the one class or the other has some-
thing to do with the 'strength' or 'effectiveness' of the verb-
object relation. With the ergative verbs the verb-object rela-
tion is-more intense; the verbally expressed event produces a
stronger effect upon the onject. Thus, to kill is more conclu-

sive than to stab, to write is more creative than to read, to
see (to form a completed visual image) is more definitive than
to look at, etc. fThis, in part, explains why NWC specialists
call the nominative construction ‘intransitive' and the 'in-
direct object c?nstruction'. Ve Have seen Adyghe languages,
but parallels exist in all NWC languages. Thus Serdjuéenko
(1948) adduces similar examples ('read', 'look!, 'bite',‘etc.)
from Abaza, with respect Eg_yhich he refers to the 'so-called

indirect object, by which is meant an object which has no direct

-relationship to the action but is affected by it indirectly.'

39. In addition to those verbs which are tradltlonally said to
belong to either thé ergatlve or the nominative group, some
verbs are stated to be variable — to be usable as ergative-
transitives or nominative-'intransitives' with *indirect object'.

I suspect that we have here not .so much an arbitrary and obliga-

tory assignment of verbs to one group or the other, as a purely
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semantically imposed distinction. Some verbs ca%blne most
readily with ‘ergative semantics', others with 'nominative
semantics'; but virtually any verb can tit’into,either con-
stru%tion provided it can be suitably contextualized. 1In any
case, examples certainly occur of verbs assigned to one class
actually turning up in the other’ construction.' These, of

course, are most illuminating, and are precisely what we need

to elucidate the semantic distinction between the two ‘construc- R
L+
tions.
’ 40, Among those who have discussed these dinstinctions with

respect to the N.W. Caucasian languages are G.F. Turcaninov
and N.F. Jakovlev.

In his 1940 Kabardian Grammar, Turcaninov likened the
distinction between the nominative and ergative constructions
to the distinction between the Russian imperf&ctive and per-
fective a¥%pects. Later (L949), no doubt under the influence
of Jakovlev, whom he refers to, he admitted that the distinc-

tion is only partly similar to the afpectual one. He exempli-

fies the two constructions in two versions of the sentence (SS)
(56) The teacher admonished the youth. 1

2 (55) Jebedgak”e r S%ale-m jewistjasl,
teéfghefN youthE admonished.

(56) jebedaakw’e*m slale-r jtwidija$

N .
teacherE youth admonished.

Commenting on these versions, he says that it is not ba-
sically a matter of an aspectual (imperfective ~ perfectaive) -
distinction, but that in the first version (55) a Kabardian
perceives the verbally expressed action as. ' OUTER-LOCAL, super-
ficial'. He goes on to say: ‘'In sentence ... (85) ... the .
verb ... indicates that the action of admonishing bore a super-
'ficial, external, character; it enly touched upon the youth,
not pioducing any radical, essential, changes in him as object.
'On thé .other hand, in the.second~case...(56)... the
action which is the content of the .very{ is perceived as INNER-LOCAL,

(N
-
N\




. (57) (58) The woman is-readingthebo
\\ .

showing that the admonishment produced an essential and radical
change-in the object.' . &
He gives a further example, uéing the verb to read, viz.
k.

(57) ts’+x"ibze-r tgf4o—m 'jewdge. *

N
woman bookE reads.

(38) ts’ix"tbze-m txt¢t-r jedze

E
woman . bookN reads.

He points out that in these examples, in addition #o the
same ‘outer-local' wvg. 'inner-local’ distinction, as abovex
there is a second shade of meaning. In (57) the subject is '
reading superficially, without the intention of carrying through
to the end, whereas in (58) she is reading assiduously, intend-
ing to go~on to the end. One can capture an approximation of
this dlStlnCthn in Scots, waith the translations (5%} The wife
was hae1n a bit read o the buik and (58) The wife was readin
the buik. - ' - '

Jakovlev’s 1940 article on Ancient linguistic connections

between Europe, Asia and America is a very important document

in this connection. Jakovlev is concerned with typological re-

semblances between Caucasian, Paleosiberian and Amerindian lan-

'guages. Arong other thangs, he adduces and discusses examples

of the quite parallel distinction between tBfe grgative and nom- -
inative constructions in Abkhaz, Kabardian, Adyghe and the Paleo—"
siberian language Chukot (Chukchee).

He points out that the ergative construction, as compared
with the nominative construction, displays a particular shade
of meanlng, namely “the aspiration or 1ntent10n of the act1ng
person to carry through the action to the end i.e. to full com-
pletion and at the same time to full penetration into the objeet."
The nominative construction exempliftied in.(57) differs semantic-
ally by a ‘nuance of absence of obligatory completionlef the
action. The action in this case makes only superficial contact:

with the object, which originally had a shade rather of an ad-’

)
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verbial complement than an object.! He therefore calls the nom-
inative construction of (57f "AIMLESS' and the ergative construc-
tion or (58) 'AIMFUL'. These rather felicitous English terms are
actually provided’by Jakovlev himself as parenthetic translations.
He provides a further Kabardian example in which, as he says, the
semantic difference between the two constructlons is brought out

with particular clarity. Thaese are (59) and (60) The dog is\bit-,
., LY

ing the bone.

(59) Te-m "i’fp%'ﬁe—r Jje-dzaq’e. o
dogE boneN bites.

(razgryzaet 'bites through [fo the marrow] ')

~

(607 TRe-r qwﬁfpgﬁe—m Je-w-dzaq’e.
N E -
dog bone bites.
(gloéet, Obgladyﬁaet"gnaws, gnaws around [superficiallyl') ,

41, So, then, the difference between the configurations SE v ON
and SN v OE in the North West Caucésian languages emerges rather
clearly as having to do with the relatlonshlp of the wverbal
act1v1ty to its object. In the ergatlve construction, .the V--ON .
linkage is close, effectlve, penetratlng. In the nomlnatlve\con— N
structlon, the V—O linkage is looser, less effectlve, superfi-
cial., It is as if .the function of the ergative case is to show
that the referent of the noun so marked is somewhat DETACHED from
the verbally expressed relation. . Thus we might say that S v ON ‘i ¥

means 'something is being done to an object (incidentally, by the P
named subject)‘, whereas SN v OE means somethlng ‘ls being done

by the subject (incidentally, to the named object) .

42. We turn now to the Nakh languages. Deserlev, in his Com-
parative-Historical Grammar (1963), shows that in all three Nakh
languages there is an opposition between ergative and nomlnatlve
transitive constructions. From the more detailed accounts of
Chechen and Batsbiy in Jakovle§5(1940a) and Deferiev (1953), we
learn that there are actually three types ot transitive construc-
tions. One of these is a simple ergative transitive configurg—-

tion SE‘ON V, (in which the verb agrees in class with the object,

-
«
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as indicated by the ligature). The other two transitive construc-

tions involve compound verb-phrases composed of a participial form
E N

of the lexical verb and the copula. sV o V, v and S 0 V v (the

actual sequence of“this last in ‘Jakovlev s Chechen examples 1is
ON SE V v, but the Batsbiy examples are S ON
Chechen are: (61), (62), (63) all meaning shades of I'm working,
I'm doing work, I do work.

(61) SE ON V as boly p-o. IEvmrﬁqdo.

V v). Examples from

This means 'I am doing work, I am working at a given moment and
in géneral.'

62) sN oM v v so boly b-e] Ww-u. " work" doing am.

This représents.what Jakovlev calls theh'genéralized construction',
This implies that the action is understood to be customary or ob-
ligatory, or to be the habitual occupation of the subject, or '
else indicates the ability of the subject to carry out the adtion.
Thus (62) means *I am 1n the habit of doing work, my _occupation

is doing work. R

(63)‘ ON SE Vv bdly as’ Q-e[ ?-u. workN iE doing am. ,
L, : .

-

This is what, Jakovlev calls the’ 'process-transitive’ con-
struction'. The é;anihg is that 'the subject is in the process
of acting upon a definite single object, this process including
not only a given concrete moment but also a cértain period of
time before and after the present moment.' It ‘is significant
that he emphasizes again in a footnote that in.this construction ‘
the verbally expressed activity relates to a definite object.
" Jakovlev's few examples of this construction exhibit the sequence
O S V: he doesn' K'say if this is obligatory. Earlier in his
book (p.20), he mentions that the normal Chechen sequence is S 0.V,
but that it is freely changeable to express ‘'fine sHades of mean-—

ing'. The O S V sequence here mﬁf be connected with his insis-
bject. So, then, (63) means

tence on the specificity of the
‘I am occupied with a given piece of work, I am in the process
of doing a given task.'

-
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'In the minimally constrasting pair (62) and (63) we hear
an echo, though perhaps)a’ldttle atenuated, of the same kind of
semantic contrast wé had in the NWC contrast of SN of vV ~ sE 0N V.
In the ergative constr&ction, there is some emphasis on the carry-
over of the verpal action onto the object, whereas in the nomina-
-tive construction there is more emphas1s on the activity 1tse1f

an habitual occupatlon.

. . r :
Exactly the Same types of construction occur in Batsbiy,
» accotding to DeSeriev, in the third tyﬁe, sE 0 V m, 'the

sub -+ 1is perceived as actlvely creating, pr ﬁﬁlng the
‘action. Here the active role .0f the subject in- on-going
actipn is underlined. Herxe Batsbly, true to form, differs from

Oother Caucasian languages. Where we have previously seen the
CREATIVENESS of the transitive ergatlve verbal action as a function
of its EFEECT ON THE OBJECT, in Batsb:l.y this ergative idea of crea-
tivity appears to be THROWN BACK ONTO THE SUBJECT. This is at least
consistent with the Batsbiy peculiarity of having a subject in the
ergatiye case with certain 'active! ihtransitive verbs, as men-

tioned in 20 above.

0

44, In the Dagestaniah lahguages, nomlnatlve trans1t1ve con-
structions of both types — sN \Y 0 and S v of — occur in
oppositionp to "the more common SE v 0 Undoubtedly, the nomina-
. tive transitive is less frequent than the ergative transitive
constructlon. Being regarded as an 'exceptional' construction,

it is not usually mentioned at all in short grammatical- skétches.
Consequently, though I have found examples only from Avar, Hun-
21b, Dargi, -Lak, Tsakhur and Khinalug, I suspect that a nomina-
tlve traqsltlve construction can occur in others perhaps all,
Indeed, De$eriev (1959), actually sdys Phat this is so.

45.  For Avar, A.A. Bokarév (1949) cites’bh\Je_exinles- (64)
Having gone out with pick and shovel/ they are makjng a road,

and (65) They_ are maklng a road.

’

(64) gaza-gun bel-gun . un, hez nuy ‘habuleb bugo.
plck—w1th shovel—w1th having-gone, they roadN making are.

L) .
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(65) hel nux neiulel rugo. : e

th...y road zaking are, B
' ‘é

(Note that in the ergative sedtence (64), both parts of the

conpound verb agree with the singular non-person object [class-
~marker-b], while in the ownatlve sentence (65) the verb agrees
with the plural subjec‘_ IolLral class marker 1/r}.)

Bokarév comments that the second example (65) 'is opposad
to the first in a specific way.

The inrst expresses primarily
the action of the subject GUPCN A DEFINITE OBJECT, the second pri-
rarjly indicates the occupation, Qf the subject, the fact that
the subject is in the process of’“fulfllllng an actlon, it ¢ha-
racterizes him in terms of t#is action LAYING NO SPECIAL STRESS UPON
WHAT PARTICULAR OBJECT THE ACTION IS DIRECTED TO.' (Emphasis mine.)
There are a number cf other exarples in Pokaxev's Avar Suntax
which clearly show that the difference betweén the ERGATIVE and
the NOMIMATIVE construction .is that the

°

erg ative construction
underlines the relation of verb to object, the nominative con-
struction lays more strass on the relation between subject and
verb — the activity o the subjec't.

Avar also has a special durative or iterative verb

form: this verb form is'used only in a nominative intran-

- sitive construction. The ergative construction thus appears’

" to be incompatible with this type of verb, which underlires ¢
the wunfolding or.duration of the act, rather than. its EFFECT
upon the object. - ' ‘

46. . The previous author’s prother, in his skétcn of the Tsez
language, Hunzib, (E.A. Bokaré&v, I959) mentions that in this
language, too, one can form durative or iterative verbs, but
unlike Avar, these verbs, though said to be
_‘'intransitiye', can take a complement'.’ These Hunzib verbs

) -
have a NOMINATIVE subfject and a COMPLEMENT or (in’ the terfis used

in this article) ay 08szCT in the INSTRUMENTAL case — i.e., the

construction is egsentially the same as thea NWC S" v oF con-

struction. Examples: (65) Father is mowing the qrass, (67)
Father occupies hlmse#fﬁ with the mowing of grass.

»
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(66) «¥bul bay kofe. . '
fath.erE gréssN MOWS. ' f
(67) «¥bu baxod kofela. t.

N~ I ‘
father” grass™ mows. )

The use of the expression occupies himself with in the trans-

lation of (617) is undoubtedly intehded to emphasize the activ ty,
rather than the effect upon the object. /%:
47. In Dargi, one of the five Dagestanian llterary languages
there is a nominative-transitive construction of ‘the type'SN OE V.
Thid construction is exemplified and discussed in- Byxovskaja -(1938)
and in Abdullaev (1971). Examples of this construction, contrast-

ing with the more usual ergative-transitive construction are:

(68) ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION .
a. nuni q’ats’ bukulra. b. nuni Zuz  butf’ulra.
N
IE bread eat. IE bookN read. >

(69) NOMINATIVE CONSTRUCTION

A

a. nu qQ’ats’li ukulra b, nu  zuzli  utf’ulra
N E : N E
y I bread eat. /book read.

In both (68) and (69), the verb agrees ‘in person w1th the
subject (-xa), whether it is in the ergatlve or the nominative
case. In the ergative construction (68), it agrees with the
object (b-), but not in the nominative construction {69).

Abdullaev discusses this construction at gfeat length. He
insists that the nominative construction is not transitive, since
it has the verb-noun concord pattern of intransitives, and that
the ergative noun here is a complement, not an oh@ect. Newverthe-

less, we must put this Dargl construction on a par with the e-
N E

'qulvalent NWC construction and regard it as S 0 V for purposes

of comparison within our frame of reference. lI feel quite justi-~
fied in doing this, since Abdullaev himself at one point (p. 206)
refers to the ergative noun in this construction as the ‘object
of action'. Abdullaev criticizes Byipvskaja for ateiﬂpting-to

v
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convey the meaning of this construction in terms of ‘'continuous

‘action' or by using the Russian verb zanimat'sja 'to be occupied

in, to be busy with', etc. He himself says (p. 206), ‘'The Darg;

verb in the construction with the ergative case of the object of

action is a vesb of reflexive meaning, and not a meaning of con-

tinuous action.' What he intends to convey by this is clear from
some of his translations of the construction. For example, a

past tense version of (69%a) 1is translated as ja xlebom naelsija,

i.e., 'I ate my £ill of bread', the emphasis being/ﬁn the activi-

ty of eating one's £fill rather than on the means by which this was
\iiccomplished. The type of Russian reflexive verb Abdullaev has

in mind is thus one which has a middlé meaning, and empﬁasizes

the ACTIVITY and its EFFECT UPON THE SUBJECT rather than its effect

upon the object. I think this, indeed, was the kind of-meaning
Byxovskaja, too (as well as the Bokarévs), was trying to capture
by using circumlocutions which tend to throw the ACTIVITY re-
ferred to by the verb int¢o prominence. ¥t seems cleér, once a-
gain, that in Dargi we see the semantic difference between the
ERGATIVE and the NOMINATIVE constiuction in much the same light
as earlier. The ergative construction directs more attention
,;o thé VERB-OBJECT reiatiqn: the nominative construction high-=
lights the verbal relation itself, and the ACTIVITY OF THE SUBJECB.

48, Lak also has a nominative transitive construction, con-
trasting with the ergative construction, as we can see from
zhirkov (1955, pp. 138-139), although the author gives no account

of its meaning. . .

49, Among Lezgian languages, a couple of examples'of a nomina-—
tive transitive construction (contrasting with the ergative con-
struction) in TsakHur are cited in Kurbanov(1967). These are
sentences of the SN ON V v type, meaning 'Father is cutting fire-
wood in the yard', and ‘'The boy is eating dinner in the house

(ox ag home)'; they are described as 'expressing durative action.’
Again, note the emphasis on (durative) ACtﬁm rather than on the
-effect upon the object, and the presence of a locative expression

in both ma& be significant, as underlining activity goaing on in

'
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2 PLACE (rather than with raspect to an omjrer) .

50.  Finally, in Deferiev's (1959) grammar of Xhinalug, one of
the three Lezgian languages oF the so-called Shah-Dagh subgroup
sooken in northern Azerbaijan, ve find another exampls of the
so'v v type of construction. Dafsriev (a native speaker of Chea-
hen) calls this the 'Ge a2l Construction’ — echoing Jakovlev's
nane for the comparable strhce\?e in Chechen. He gives examples

such as (70) This boy eats bread with honey.

(70) B=2 gadi ple myts’ifkili q’andz atme.
this noy bread‘\ honeyc eating ' is.

(C = comitative case)

He describes the meaning of the 'Géneral Construction' as

'action which is protracted, unlimited in time. Thus, in Russian

we say: he works in town, implying that he gen rerally works in

town, and not just at the present moment.'

Once again, though not so strikingly d4s in some other exam-

ples, we find that the nominative construction highlights the
ACTIVITY, and thereby takes some weight off its EFFECT upon the
Object. It is, incidentally, in this book that DeSeriev claims
(p. 170) that the nominative construction co-exists with the

. L . ¥ ’ . L
ergative construction in all Caucasian mountalin languages.

51. By now it is clear that in most Caucasian languages, the

ergatibe construction is not a mere obligatory surface pecullarlty

of tran51t1ve sentences, but is, rather, a term in a rneaningful
opposition of ERGATIVE versus _NOMINATIVE construction. No matter .
what form is taken by its Serace manifestation, the ergative
construction implies a tight, panetrative, almful' relatlonshlp
betvwieen the verbally expressed activity and its object. The nomi-
native cofstruction, on the othe§\g§nd, implies a tlght relafipn-

ship between the activity and its subject: it stresses rather the
activity of -the subject than the etfect upon an object. A distinc- .
tion of approximately this type can be made in non-ergative languages,
but it is not manifested in the same way. In terms of the diathetic
relations - the relations between verbs and their subjects and objects -

e
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ergative and non-ergataive, or ‘nominative', languages show a dif-

ference ot alignment or groﬁping In ergative languages, the weak,
or loose, nominative transitive construction 1s aligned with the

s imple, objectless, intransitive constructlon. The strongly tran-
sitive ergative construction is treated as something quite different.
In nomi lve languages, the major demarcation lies Retween simple,
obje tl:zzgintransitivéskon Ehe'one hana7;” and trans?t ves on the
other: both strong and weak transitives are lumped® together, as e,//
it were. Using rather obvioys symbollsm, ye can jrdicate these
dlfferencesjgf alignment as fo ldf%

NOMINATIVE DIATHETIC

LANGUAGES RELATIONS '~~~ [ANGUAGES )
§--V—p ' ERGATIVE ' N
' TRANSITIVE :
_ S—V-- 0 :
- . NOMINATIVE
INTRANS ITIVE s-v

A Y
-

It should be noteq that the closée relation between the S—V--0
or S -V constructions in ergative languages is often marked by their
shar1ng the - same type of intransitive verb form ,Whereag the §--v—®
constructlon requifes a distinct transitive wverb form.

52.. When I talk of ERGATIVE LANGUAGES, I mean no more than 'languages
that possess an ergative construction' — just as one might call,

say, Slovenian, Arabic and Maori 'dual langua es' because all t
possess a dual number. I leave open the questiion of whether there

is a distiact_typological class of languages ‘characterized by a
constellation of associated features of which ergativity is only

one. Klimev (1973) appears to favor this view, and%aisd the hypo-
thesis that ergative languages constitute a kind of evolutionary
class of languages, in which ergativity is an historical transfor-
mation of an earlier dpposition of aetive (animate) to inactive
(inanimate). The rather anomaloug ergative subjects of intransi-
tive 'action-verbs' in Batsbiy and other Caucasian languaé%g would '
be a lingering trace q; this more archaic pha$§: While Certaiply
not rejecting Klimov's ‘viewsout of hand — he is, after all, an

outstanding specialist on ergativity — I prefer to be non-cemmita}

.
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on these points.
53. ° Various conclusions flow from the recognition of the ergative
as a markedly transitive construction. !The first point is that t@is
‘provides an additional argument against the interpretation of the
ergative construction as passive. In languages which have the opposi-
© tion ACTIVE Vs. PASSIVE, the passive is always intransitive: this is
wh& the passive construction takes no direct object, but only an
agential or instrumental complement. It is obvious that in languages
like Adyghe and Dargi which have a sN v 0E —-type construction, this
nominative construction is formally more akin to the passive than
is the ergative: The intransitive nature of the passive is empha-
sized by Dg%eriﬁwé(l974) in an important work that came to my notice,
only after all the foregoing was already_ in typescript. DeSerieva

further points out that in Chechen, an intransitive 'passive' mean-

ing of the verb is conveyed by the NOMINATIVE construction, while the
( ERGATIVE construction is transitive and active. Thus we hpve (71)

The earth was plowed by tractors and (72) Tractors ploughed the earth.
’ .

(71) latte traktor[tss =axns du. . ,
. earthN t:ractorsI ploughed,

(72) traktorfs ‘latts ayns du,
1:ractorsE earf‘:fN ploughed,

-

As can be seen, the
.in both sentences: there is nq formal passjye here (only a Russian-based pseudo-passive)

erb has exactly the same, neutral form

54, The second point has to do with the relationship of 'strong
trans;tivity' to aspect and tense. As Turdaninov pointed out "(1940,
1949 - see 40 above), the distinction between the ergative and nom-
indtive constructions has something in common with-the distinction
between perfective and imperfective aspects. This point was also
made by Regamey (1954) particularly wath respect to Tibetaﬁ, which
agparently has an opposition of ergative construction to nominative
construction, much like the Caucasian one. But Regamey goes further
than this. He shows clearly the relationship of this diathetic re-

lation not only to aspect, but also to tense. In the following

-
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translation, I have substituted ERGATIVE and NOMINATIVE for Regamey's
terms OBJECTIVE and SUBJECTIVE,which are clearly synonymous with }ours.
Having pointed out (p. 373) that the nomﬂpatlve construction 1s
associated with the imperfective, and the ergative with the per-
fective, he goes on to say, 'From this association there results,
secondarily, the almost general association of .the ergative con-
struction with the past. This association is not fortuitous: it
results from-the semantic character of the nominative and ergative
diatheses.” ®When we envisage a transitive action with respect to
the patient [i.e.,\in the ergative construction, J.C.C.], we take
account of the EFPECT of this action, or that which is accomplished.
This action has already been detached from the agent, it has been
transferred onto the patient On the other hand, the imperfective
. actlon, which has not yet been accompllsned which is in the pro-
' .cess of belng carried out, relates to the agent rather than to the

. patient. The nominative construction thus serves in particular to

‘z express the present, the imperfect, the durative tenses. In the
future, both constructions are possible, for the notion or future
admits the perfective aspect just as much as the imperfective.'

Regamey very properly remarks that this point had previous-
ly been made by Tagliavini (1937). Regamey's presentation is clearer,
however, aqﬁ tree fro ’@agliavini'e theory that the ergative is
un caso enfatico, which lead$ to the view (erroneous, in my opinion)

that in the ergative construction 1t is the subject rather than
the object or the effect upon the object that is brought into pro—
minence. s
55. We.can ngw see a principled explanatlon for the otherw1se o
totally anomalous fact that the ergative construefion is associated

Z tense:group in Georgian and Svan, and, indeed, that

with the aori
Zonstruction\is confined to a past tense in Iraniah,

the ergative
Indic and Dardic languages (except for Shina, which SEn have the
ergative in/all tenses): since’the ergative construction is effect-
oriented, it has-a natural affinity with perfective. aspects and
past tenses. In all these languages, as in Georgiam, the opp051tlon

of the ergﬁtlve and nominative c0nstructlons is absorbed, as it were,

Ll / ) ) '
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in_ the tense-aspect opp051t10n and thus has no 1ndepend§nt semantic

function. There are, however numerous languages in A51a in which
the ergative vs. nominative opposition is tunctional and carries much
the same semantic distinction as in most Caucasian languages. Tibetan
has already been mentioned in this respect. 1In addition, there are
traces of an analogous opposition in Finno-Ugrian, notahly in the 92—
Ugrian languages Khanty (Ostyak) and Mansiy (Vogul). The opposition
is clearly present in the five Paleosiberian languages of the Chukot-
Kamchatka group, and also in Eskimo-Aleut. Descriptions ot a few of
these languages suggest that the ergative construction underlines the
effectiveness of the subject rather than the effect upon the object,
™ a variant of ergativity that we have seen in Batsbiy. For the most
part, however, the meaning of the ergative construction is essentially
the same as in most Caucasian languages Of the three remaining Pa- ,-
1eos1ber1an languages, the language isolates Ket, Nivkh (Gilyak) and
Yukagir, only Ket seems to have a trace of ergativity in the distri-
bution of its two series of pronominal pretixes and infixes in the
verb: on th1s, see Klimov (1973, pp. 654@6) and the authorlgiésfzzted
there vakh and Yukagir are non-ergative languages, but the latter

has a particularly interesting morphological feature which will be

referred to again later. .

56. It is clear that the ergdtive construction is not a passive

construction, but an active or neutral one. Nevertheless, it is in-
structive to consider to what extent the functions of pa551ve vs. ac~
tive correspond to those of nominative vs. ergative transitive con-

struction. 1In languages with a formal passive transtormation, such

as English, there are two distinct types, or phases, of'passivation

which we may call VERBAL PASSIVATION and SENTENTIAL PASSIVATION

By verbal passivation we.mean the selection of a spec;al pas-
sive form of verb, with no change in the lexical exponent of the sub-
ject. Thus, the verbal passive of John ate fish is John was eaten,

with the possible addition of an agential complement, for instance,

by fish. sentential passivation requires not only the selection of

a passive verb form, but afso a leXical switch, whereby the lexical




exponent of what was originally the object becomes exponent of the
subject. The original subject may be deleted, or else be inserteé
as an agential complement. Thus the sentential passive of John ate
fish is Fish was/were eaten with the possible addition of by John.

Eachr ot these two types of passivation has its particular function
or functions. The function of VERBAL PASSIVATION can be roughly des-
cribed as REVERSAL OF THE VERBALLY EXPRESSED REIATION. Since the verbal .
passive refers to a different state of affairs than does the acti&Z,
1t is quite often used contrastively to underline an antlthe51s,

as in these recently observed examples:
(73) (in conversation)

Were you eating out of doors?
We weren't eating: we were being eaten.
The mosquitoes were awful!

(74) (hEard on Canadian TV)

The year America flnally disengaged from
Indo-China ... or was dlsengaged..3.

Contrastive rever®ls of the verbal relation, such as these,
é}e perhaps the commonest use of verbal passivation in EngllSh. An
Amportant application of the contrastive use of verbal passivation
is to be seen in the disambiguatién of ambiguous expressions such
as The chickens are ready to eat vs. ... to be eaten or the notorious

sentence The shooting of the hunters was terrible. We can disambigu-

~, ate the last sentence by using the.inflectional genitive hunters'

and contrasting the active &nd passive forms of the verbal noun, thus:

[

(75) The hunters' shooéing was .terrible.

~
' -

(76) The hunters' being shot was terrible. .
Thﬁs particular use of verbal passivation was matched by
an Avar informant in the use of the MASDAR, or verbal noun of the ..

iterative-durative verb in (77), but of the basic verb in (78), thus:

(77) t4’vahde] t[anagabazul kvefab buk’ana.

(iter)

shooting hunters' s bad was

e




(78) td4v?ahi tJanaqabazul kvefab buk’ana.

shooting auntexs' bad was. 4

In (77) it is clesar that tfanaqabazui must be interpreted

as a ‘subject genitive, not only because of the semantic improbabili-
ty of -the hunters' being repeatedly shot,’but tor the more impgrtant
grammatical reason that in Avar an iterative-durative verb must be
intransitive: con§equently, tﬁé single.NP'aséociated with it must
'be in a subject relation to it. ' ‘

This Avar example is only one of several possible Caucasidn
equivalences for the English opposition of verbal activé to verbal
passive: in Adyghe, for instgnce, the same disambiguation would pro=-
bably be effected by using phrases which could be translated literal-
ly as (approximately) (77) the huhters their-shooting and (78)
the hunters-shooting.

57, When we turn to the sentential passive, we perhaps find a
less foffuitous and more systematic relationship between English and
Caucasian forms. The functions ot SENTENTIAL PASSIVATION all have to
do with the REDISTRIBUTION OF MAJOR INFORMATION POINTS as compared with the
original active “sentence. Specifically, we havey

’ (1) elimination of the original subject — particularly
useful when the agent or source of the verbally ex-
» pressed relation is unknown or communicationally un-
important, e.g., Brutus murdered Caesar -+ Caesar was
murdered; =~

(ii) simultaneously with (i), upgrading of the verb, which
now becomes the last non-anaphoric member of the sen-
tence, the.position of greatest information-value in

an English sentence; .

(iii) if the subject is reinserted as an agentialiicomplement,
it is 'up-graded' from the ?kformationally trivial po- .,
sition or the 'given' to the \ntormationally primary
position that was taken by the verb in (ii), di.e.,

Brutus murdered Caesar + Caesar was murdered By Brutus.

The first of these functions is regularly matched in North
Caucasian languages by simp;y deleting the subject of an ergative
transitive. Thus, the Avar e€quivalents of (79) Father has sent a

telegram and (80) A telegram has been sent would be:
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(79) insutssa tel bit’un bugo,
fatherE telegramN sent is.
(80) tel bit?un bugo. .

N .
telegram  sent is,

The past participle bit’un is, or course, with respect

to voice, and in a word-rank translation would be mere accurately, but

less concisely, represented as 'having sent or sent'.

This translation-equivalence of the English passive to an (orig-
inally) ergative sentence with deleted subject is quite systematic
(see also example (47). in 33, above). We can see thig clearly from
Gunaev's (1972) article on the English present perfect and its equi-
valents in Avar and Lak. In that article, there are many examples
like the follo&ing, meaning (81) This year many houses have been
built in Makhachkala. '

(81) Avar: hab’'sonalda mahat[q’alajalda Semeral minabi ran rugo.
Lak: ha-finu mafatfglalaliv {f'@russa ’atri durnu dur,
this year Makhachkala -~ in many houses built are.

Of thlrty EnglLsn examples in the article, eleven are passives,
like (81). 1In every case, the Caucasian (avar and/or Lak) translation
equivalent is am ergative sentence with deleted s&bject. The remain-
ing n1neteen‘examples are all English actives and there is not one
case of subject deletion in their Caucasian equivalents.

The second functlon of sentential passave, the 'up-grading'
of the verb, is clearly closer to the Caucasian nominative. transitive
construction, in which the attenuation of transitivity throws the

verbally expressed relation ainto prominence.

58. In a general way, 1n languages with a meaningful opposition

of ergatlﬁe to nominative constructlons, the semantic field covered
by the opposition ig at least partly co-extensive with that of in-
formation—distrigntion or information=focus. Menov&&ikov (1967) .
gives a very clear instance of this in Asiatic Eskimo. He provides
three versions of the 'sentence The man leads the dog corresponding

to three different locations of ﬁhat in Russian is often called the
LOGICAL ACCENT,‘ViZ. (82) The MAN leads the dog, (83) The man LEADS the

bd'
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dog and (84) The man leads the DOG. Not surprisingly, it is (84),

where the 'logical accent' is on DOG, that has - the ergative con-
struction: the strong transitivity of the ergative highlights the
object as well as the effect of the action upon it. The first two
examples both have the nominative construction: in these sentences,
the difference in 'logical accent' is conveyed by special markers '

in phe verb form.

~
(82) juk agljataquq qikmimtn.
MAN" leads - dog™
(83) juk agljatiquq qikmimin. , y
ManN LEADS dogI
(84) jugim agljataga qikmigq. . R
ManE leads ‘ DOGN-' 5

~

It 1s the syllable ti in the verb ot (83) that indicates that the
verb is highlighted in this sentence’. ) )

- Eskimo thus appears to stand midway between geographically
contiguous languages — the Chukot-Kamchatka group, which are er-
gative languages, and Yukagir, which is non-ergative but has é more
developed morphological system of 'logical accentuation' than that
of Eskimo. In generating a Yukagir sentence, the speaker selects
special morphological forms of subject, verb and object to indicate

which of these carries the principal new information.

59. We may conclude by observing that ergative lanéuages appear
) to fall into three types, or more exactly, into two main types, the
second of which is subdivided. These types are (1) FUNCTIONAL ERGA-
TIVE languages, in which the-distinction between ergative-transitive
and nominative-transitive is meaningful and (2) FORMAL ERGATIVE lan-
éuages in which the ergative construction is the unique and obliga-
tory construction of transitive sentences and is consequently mean-
ingless. FORMAL ERGATIVE languages fall intg two sub-types (a) UNRE-
STRICTED, in which transitive verbs”are‘construed ergatively in all
tenses, and (b) RESTRICTED, in which the ergative construction is
confined to transitive verbs in a past tense or perfective aspect.

‘There seem to be no langﬁages in which the ergative construc-

=
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tion is fu::§?bnal (independently meaningful) but is also restricted
to the past tense. This is not fortuitous, since, as we pointed out’
above, where the ergative construction is restricted to a past tense
this is because the meaning of ergativity has fused with that of the
past (or perfective). Where the ergative ¢construction retains its
distinctive meaning, there is no motivation for restricting it to
éast_tense.
60. ‘ Examples of the various types of ergative languages are:
l(l) FUNCTIONAL ERGATIVE: North €aucasian languages, Tibetan,
Chukot-Kamchatka languages, Eskimo-Aleut.
(2a) FORMAL UNRESTRICTED: the Kartvelian language Laz and
the Dardic language Shina. Possibly Basque.

(2b) FORMAL RESTRICTED: Georgian, Svan, the ergative lan- '
guages of the Iranian, Indic and Dardic groups
(except Shina); also, to a large extent, Burushaski
(though two or three verbs in Burushaski can be
construed edgatively in the present as well as
the past).

I am not sufficiently informed about the Polynesian, Austra-
lian and Amerindian ergative languages to know wﬂat types they be-
long to. 1In any case, I navé already gone somewhat beyond thé scope
of the present article, which is primarilf concgrhed only with er-

gativity in Caucasian languages.

- g

Some of the data used in this-article were collected in a
field trip to the USSR, with the support of the American Council of
. Learned Societies and the University of Michigan Center for Russian
't and East European Studies and with the generous assistance of Soviet
Caucasiologists, ‘ N

*
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Appendix A

&
Caucasian Languages
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N.W. Caucasian (Abkhazo-Adyghe): 0. Ubykh (spoken by a handful of people
in Western Turkey) 1. Abkhaz 2. Abaza 3, Adyghe 4. Kabardian (Kabardino-

. Cherkess)

N.C. Caucasian (N;kh languages): 5. Chechen 6. Ingush 7.G%atsbiy

N.E. Caucasian (Dagesfanian); 8. Avar 9. Andj group (Andi, Botlikh, Godoberi,
Karati, Chamali, Bagwali, Akhwakh, Tindi) 10. Tsez (or Dido) group (Tsez
(Dido), Hinukh, Khwarshi, Bezhti, Hunzib) 11. 'Lak 12. Dargi
Lezgian group: 13. Artchi 14. Tabasaran 15. Aghul 16, Rutul 17. Tsakhur
18. Lezgi 19. Krytz 20. Budukh 21. Khinalug 22,-Udi .

S. Caucasian (Kartvelian): 23. Georgian 24. Svan
Zan dialects: 25, Megrelian 26. Laz A
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APPENDIX B §
. v
Transcription

-«

Among Caucasian languages, only Georgian has its own anéient
'alpnaoet and a literature going back to the fifth century. Of the
other Caucasian languages, a very few were sooradlcally, and unof-
1'J.;lally,wr;:.tten before the Revolution. Since then, "the Soviet au-
thorltles have created no fewer than ten-new Caucasian literary lan-
guages, all of which are now regularly wrjitten in Cyrillic-based or-
thograph;es. In’ the specidlist literature, apart from the official
orthogranhles, use is made of a great variety of phonetic and phonemic
trans"rlptlons, based on Georgian, Cyrillic and Roman. It seemed
simpler, for the presene purpose, to present all examples in a fairly

consistent, more or less phonemic, IPA transcription. f/
-] ~

For the mos ¢ part, the attrlbutlon of basic or 'cardinal" val-
ues to the IP2 charact,rs will ensure an approx1nately correct read-
ing. A/;ew special usages nust, however be mentiodned.

.

The character /k?/ used in Adyghe texts actually represents
a glottalic palatalized lamine-postalveolar affrlcaee of the type
Lted or [ cpl. The characters/§/ /327 /32 occuring in Adyghe and
Kaba*dlan texts, represent the peculiar N W. Caucasian 'hissing- &»
bushing? fricatives, which are artlculated with the tongue-tip touch-
1ng the Lower front teeth (as for[ s]) put the narrowest articula-~-
tory ‘channel at the extreme back of tne alveolar ridge (as for a lami-
no-postalveolar [ [1). WwWith respect to other consonants, note 1n
particular that in Avar (but not in the other languages) /q?/ repre-
sents a very strongly affricated [ qx®], and /t¢7/ is a glottalic
lateral affricate with very noisy rattling molar affrlcatlon, note
also that the use of the two dorsal fricative characee:s '/x/ and
/x/ 1is significant — rany Caucasian languages.make a 51gn1f7cant

dlstlnctlon between velar and uvular fricatives.

With respect to vowels, note that /e/ and /o/ are generally
more open that their cardinal values. In N.W. Caucasian languages,
all vowels tend to "be centralized and to assimilate to neighboring
consonants. The characters /aT/or /iT/ in Tsakhur represent pharyngal-
ized vowels, produced with the root of the tongue drawn well back into

the pharynx.
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